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ABSTRACT 
The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between college student 
participation in service, whether it be community service, volunteerism, or service-learning, 
and the level that the students self-identify that they demonstrated multicultural competency.  
This study also looked at what impact factors, such as gender, race/ethnicity, academic 
major, academic performance, family income, and parental education, have on the service–
multicultural competency relationship.  Finally, the study examined the relationship between 
other collegiate experiences, such as faculty interaction, cocurricular involvement, and 
exposure to racial/cultural awareness activities, and the student‘s level of multicultural 
competency.  This study had three goals: (a) to determine whether or not participation in 
service has a significant impact on the development of multicultural competency, (b) to 
understand how background factors and experience impact the participation in service and 
the level of multicultural competency achieved, and (c) to understand how service 
participation compares to other collegiate environmental experiences in the development of 
multicultural competency.  Kolb‘s theory of experiential learning provided the theoretical 
framework for this study.  Astin‘s I–E–O theory of educational assessment and Sue‘s concept 
of multicultural competency provided the conceptual framework for this study. 
The data for this study were drawn from the Cooperative Institutional Research 
Program 2003 Freshman Survey and the 2006–2007 College Senior Survey sponsored by the 
University of California at Los Angeles Higher Education Research Institute.  The sample for 
the study consisted of students at private, 4-year, sectarian and nonsectarian higher education 
institutions who responded to both the 2003 Freshman Survey and the 2006–2007 College 
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Senior Survey.  Hierarchical multiple regression was the primary statistical tool used in this 
study. 
The results of the hierarchical multiple regression suggest that service participation 
has a statistically significant impact on college student multicultural goals development and 
perceived multicultural competency development or changes during college.  College student 
service participation was second only to ethnic experiences in college as a college experience 
predictor of multicultural goals development for the entire sample and third behind faculty 
interaction and ethnic experiences in college when looking at predictors of perceived 
multicultural competency development or changes during college.  The results were similar 
regardless of institution type. 
 
1 
CHAPTER 1. OVERVIEW OF THE STUDY 
The concept of service, whether conceptualized as service-learning, community 
service, or volunteerism, has become increasingly popular as a form of experiential education 
for today‘s generation of college students.  This generation of college students, the 
―Millennials,‖ has been described as a generation of activists, and higher education has, in 
varying degrees, embraced service as a form of experiential education by increasingly 
institutionalizing service-learning practices in the curriculum and outside the classroom 
(Greenberg & Weber, 2008; Howe & Strauss, 2000; Levine & Cureton, 1998).  The 
popularity of service and the proliferation of different models of institutionalized service 
programs have been explained or justified in a variety of ways, including a natural evolution 
of higher education‘s long tradition of service, the fulfillment of the social, particularly 
student, activism of the 1960s and 1970s, John Dewey‘s 1938 theory of experience and 
experiential education in action, higher education‘s reaction to demands for increasing 
accountability and social involvement, and the documented preference of today‘s college 
student toward community service and volunteerism (Bringle & Hatcher, 2000; Jacoby, 
1996).  It was perhaps not one concept, but the combined concepts of institutional histories 
and missions, social history, current trends, and timing in general, that have resulted in the 
recent great surge of interest in service by institutions of higher education.   
Service, particularly service-learning, has been proven to have a positive effect on the 
cognitive and affective development of college undergraduates.  In a 2000 Higher Education 
Research Institute (HERI; Astin et al., 2000) quantitative and qualitative study comparing the 
effects of service-learning on the cognitive and affective development of college 
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undergraduates, it was found that undergraduate service participation showed significant 
positive effects in areas of academic performance, value development, self-efficacy, 
leadership development, choice of service career, and plans to participate in service after 
college.  In the qualitative portion of that Astin et al. (2000) study, it was also found that 
service-learning resulted in an increased student awareness of the world around them (Astin, 
Vogelgesang, Ikeda, & Yee, 2000).  Service, especially service-learning, has long been 
perceived as a venue for gaining a more comprehensive understanding of human diversity 
beyond issues of racial, ethnic, and gender differences, involving socioeconomic status, age, 
geographic location, sexual orientation, and physical and mental abilities as well (Jacoby, 
1996; Stanton, Giles, & Cruz, 1999).  However, concerns that participation in service might 
strengthen rather than diminish students‘ negative stereotypes by reinforcing concepts of 
power, privilege, and paternalism have been a part of service and service-learning initiatives 
in higher education since their inception (Jacoby, 1996; O‘Grady, 2000; Stanton et al., 1999).  
O‘Grady (2000) believed that, without a solid theoretical foundation in multicultural 
education, service and service-learning can actually reinforce and perpetuate racist, sexist, or 
classist assumptions of others.  This is especially a concern for White students engaged in 
service, often in diverse communities, who do not understand the social dynamics of power 
and privilege. 
Seeing the world though another‘s eyes, developing understanding and empathy 
through a shared experience, and obtaining an awareness of one‘s own values and beliefs and 
how they affect others are important initial steps in achieving multicultural competency.  The 
term, multicultural competency, was first articulated by D. W. Sue et al. (1982) in an attempt 
to create a theoretical framework for training mental health counselors to work with diverse 
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populations.  D. W. Sue et al.‘s (1982 tripartite model of multicultural competency consists 
of three components: (a) awareness and sensitivity to one‘s own cultural heritage and valuing 
and respecting differences; (b) knowledge of the history, experiences, and cultural values of 
various racial/ethnic groups; and (c) the skill to respond appropriately, both verbally and 
nonverbally (Pope, Reynolds, & Mueller, 2004; D. W. Sue et al., 1982).  Understanding the 
impact of service participation on the development of multicultural competency drives the 
purpose of this study. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between college student 
participation in service, whether it be community service, volunteerism, or service-learning, 
and the level that the students self-identify that they demonstrated multicultural competency.  
This study also looked at what impact factors such as gender, race/ethnicity, academic major, 
academic performance, family income, and parental education have on the service-
multicultural competency relationship.  Finally, the study examined the relationship between 
other collegiate experiences, such as faculty interaction, cocurricular involvement, and 
exposure to racial/cultural awareness activities, and the student‘s level of multicultural 
competency in order to understand the impact of service on multicultural competency 
development in the context of other collegiate experiences.  This study had three goals: (a) to 
determine whether or not participation in service has a significant impact on the development 
of self-identified multicultural competency, (b) to understand how background factors and 
experience impact the participation in service and the level of self-identified multicultural 
competency achieved, and (c) to understand how service participation compares to other 
collegiate environmental experiences in the development of self-identified multicultural 
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competency.  The participating institutions were limited to 4-year, private, baccalaureate, 
sectarian and nonsectarian institutions because of the dearth of research on private 
institutions and because of baccalaureate institutions‘ focus on the undergraduate experience. 
Significance  
Service, particularly service-learning, and other forms of experiential learning have 
received increasing attention as means to engage or re-engage young adults in their college 
learning experience, their communities, and their world as a whole.  The intent of active 
learning is that students engaged in an active learning experience will themselves become 
active as leaders, citizens, and agents for social change.  The question then becomes, ―What 
students are engaged in service-learning and to what extent?‖  Aspects of that question have 
been answered by research, some of which is detailed in Chapter 2.  Yet, when it comes to 
service, Nieto (2000) lamented ―the perception of community service as charity‖ (p. ix) and 
noted that ―even in community service learning courses, the notion of caring is often 
perceived only as an individual concern for the ‗unfortunate‗ and ‗underprivileged,‗ and this 
perception does little to confront the institutionalized nature of inequality‖ (p. xi).  The 
concern that college students‘ service experiences could be reinforcing negative social 
stereotypes instead of opening their eyes to issues of social justice and multiculturalism is 
real but difficult to assess, especially for higher education practitioners with little time, 
resources, or specific instruments for such an assessment.  In 2004, Bringle, Phillips, and 
Hudson attempted to coalesce various research scales and measurements applicable to 
service-learning in their book, The Measure of Service Learning, but there was little to no 
means of measuring multicultural competency development.  By using the Cooperative 
Institutional Research Program (CIRP) Freshman Survey, which has collected data on over 
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13 million students at over 1,900 institutions during its 44 year history and is the largest 
American study of higher education, and using D. W. Sue et al.‘s (1982) multicultural 
competency framework, in this study an attempt was made to construct a reproducible way 
for higher education practitioners to access college student service participation and 
multicultural development using a reliable survey instrument already in use on their campus 
(HERI, 2011a, 2011b).  
This study built on current research in several ways.  Quantitative data from the CIRP 
2003 Freshman Survey and the 2006–2007 College Senior Survey sponsored by the 
University of California at Los Angeles (UCLA) HERI was used to determine the impact of 
participation in service using the theoretical framework of multicultural competency.  
Researchers in similar studies, such as Villalpano (2002), used CIRP data to examine student 
involvement, including participation in service, racial/ethnic workshops, and interaction with 
diverse populations, and the impact of that involvement on college student development.  
There also have been numerous articles by service-learning theorists on the relationship 
between and concerns about participation in service or service-learning and multicultural 
learning or education (Anderson & Guest, 1994; Berry, 1990; Kretzmann & McKnight, 
1993; Levison, 1990; McPherson & Kinsley, 1995; Reardon, 1994; Tellez, Hlebowitsh, 
Cohen, & Norwood, 1995).  Other researchers have attempted to ascertain multicultural 
learning or education through qualitative studies (Astin et al., 2000 ) or have developed 
various forms of other measurements to determine the impact of service participation on 
college students (Bringle et al. 2004).  The study most similar to the present study is a study 
conducted by Cheng and Zhao (2006) focusing on the impact of student involvement in 
student activities and multicultural competency development using a web-based survey they 
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developed.  To date, this researcher has yet to find a quantitative study that used CIRP data to 
study college student multicultural competency development.   
Research Questions 
In order to understand the impact of service on multicultural competency 
development in the context of other collegiate experiences, the following research questions 
guided this study:  
1. What are the demographic characteristics of the undergraduate students from 
private, 4-year, sectarian and nonsectarian higher education institutions who 
responded to both the 2003 Freshman Survey and the 2006–2007 College Senior 
Survey?  How do student demographic characteristics differ between the sectarian 
and the nonsectarian institutions included in the study?  
2. Is there a statistically significant difference between students attending sectarian 
and nonsectarian institutions when examining the environmental independent 
variables of service participation, faculty interaction, cocurricular involvement, 
and exposure to racial/cultural awareness activities as well the dependent variable 
of self-reported multicultural competency?  
3. What are the unique effects of gender, race/ethnicity, academic major, academic 
performance, family income, and parental education on the level of self-identified 
multicultural competency in college graduates?  What are the unique effects of 
participation in service, faculty interaction, cocurricular involvement, and 
exposure to racial/cultural awareness activities on the level of self-identified 
multicultural competency in college graduates?  How do these factors differ 
between sectarian and nonsectarian private institutions? 
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Null Hypotheses 
To achieve the purposes of this study, the following null hypotheses were tested: 
1. Service participation will not predict or significantly impact the level of self-
reported multicultural competency in college graduates. 
2. Factors such as gender, race/ethnicity, academic major, academic performance, 
family income, and parental education do not result in any variation of the level of 
self-reported multicultural competency in college graduates. 
3. Variables such as participation in service, faculty interaction, cocurricular 
involvement, and exposure to racial/cultural awareness activities do not have any 
unique effects on the level of self-reported multicultural competency in college 
graduates. 
4. There is no difference in outcomes between students attending sectarian and 
nonsectarian private institutions. 
Theoretical and Conceptual Framework 
Kolb‘s (1984) theory of experiential learning provided the theoretical framework for 
this study.  Although sometimes known better for the introduction of learning styles, Kolb‘s 
theory of experiential learning has as its foundation a four-stage cycle of learning, also 
known as Kolb‘s cycle of learning.  The four-stage learning cycle consists of a concrete 
experience followed by reflective observation followed by abstract conceptualization and 
finalized by active experimentation.  Students involved in experiential learning actively 
engaged in a learning experience contemplate or reflect on that experience from a variety of 
perspectives, formulate ideas and integrate those ideas into their own self and world concept, 
and then incorporate and act on those new ideas (Evans, Forney, Guido, Patton, & Renn, 
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2010).  As it relates to this study, the theoretical framework of Kolb‘s theory of experiential 
learning led the researcher to expect the students‘ independent college environmental 
experiences to influence the dependent outcome variable of self-reported multicultural 
competency.  
A. W. Astin‘s (1991) I–E–O theory of educational assessment and D. W. Sue et al.‘s 
(1982) concept of multicultural competency provided the conceptual framework for this 
study.  The ―I‖ in Astin‘s (1991) theory refers to inputs or the characteristics, traits, 
knowledge or experiences the student brings with him or her to his or her environment; the 
―E‖ is the environment itself or the student‘s experience within the environment; and the ―O‖ 
is the outcomes or results of the student‘s interaction with the environment and the skills, 
talents, or knowledge the student gained as a result of that environmental interaction.  
Environmental and input variables can be considered independent variables.  The outcome 
variables are referred to as dependent variables (Astin, 1968, 1991).  The independent input 
variables for this study are students‘ self-identified gender, race/ethnicity, academic major, 
educational performance, parents‘ educational attainment, and family socioeconomic status.  
The independent environmental variables for this study are service participation, faculty 
interaction, social integration, and racial/ethnic interactions experienced during the students‘ 
college years.  Institutional demographics, such as type of institution, the institution‘s 
religious affiliation, location of the institution, and size of the institution, are exogenous or 
demographic variables (Creswell, 2009).  As it relates to this study, the conceptual 
framework of Astin‘s (1991) I–E–O theory led the researcher to expect the students‘ 
independent background characteristics or variables, in conjunction with the students‘ 
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independent college environmental experiences, to influence the dependent outcome variable 
of self-reported multicultural competency.  
 As mentioned earlier, multicultural competency is a conceptual framework first 
articulated by D. W. Sue et al. (1982).  The tripartite mode of multicultural competency 
consists of: (a) awareness and sensitivity to one‘s own cultural heritage and valuing and 
respecting differences; (b) knowledge of the history, experiences, and cultural values of 
various racial/ethnic groups; and (c) the skill to respond appropriately, both verbally and 
nonverbally (Pope et al., 2004; D. W. Sue et al., 1982).  This theoretical framework provided 
this study with a means to frame a dependent variable and to ascertain the relationship 
between the independent and dependent variables. 
Variables 
Because the conceptual framework for this study comes from Astin‘s (1991) I–E–O 
theory, there were several independent variables that were input variables and several other 
independent variables that measured the environment or student experience.  The dependent 
variable for the study, multicultural competency, was measured by the students‘ responses to 
the questions regarding self-identified perceptions of multicultural competency.   
For research question #1, descriptive statistics were used to ascertain the 
characteristics of the sample being studied with an emphasis on how the characteristics 
compare and contrast between private sectarian and nonsectarian institutions. 
Whether or not there was a statistically significant difference between students 
attending sectarian and nonsectarian institutions when examining the environmental 
independent variables of service participation, faculty interaction, cocurricular involvement, 
and exposure to racial/cultural awareness activities as well the dependent variable of self-
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reported multicultural competency was examined for research question #2.  Information on 
service participation, faculty interaction, cocurricular involvement, and exposure to 
racial/cultural awareness activities was obtained through responses on the Freshman Survey 
and the College Senior Survey about participation in various activities, interactions, and 
experiences during high school and college.  Multicultural competency indicators included 
questions asked on the College Senior Survey asking students to self-identify their perceived 
level of multicultural awareness, knowledge of cultures different from their own, and their 
perceived level of skill in working with others from different backgrounds or cultures.   
For research question #3 the relationship between the independent environment 
variables of service participation, faculty interaction, cocurricular involvement, and exposure 
to racial/cultural awareness activities, and the dependent variable of self-reported 
multicultural competency was examined.  Service participation was obtained through 
responses on the Freshman Survey and the College Senior Survey about participation in 
community service, volunteer activities, and service-learning courses during high school and 
college.  Faculty interaction was measured by compiling student–faculty experiences, such as 
faculty interaction inside and outside the classroom, experiences for which faculty mentored 
students, and so forth, as reported by students on the College Senior Survey.  Similar 
information on teacher–student interaction during high school was available through the 
Freshman Survey.  Cocurricular involvement was also measured by compiling student 
involvement experiences, such as participation in athletics, student organizations, student 
government, Greek Life, and so forth, as reported on the College Senior Survey.  Similar 
information on cocurricular activities during high school was available through the Freshman 
Survey.  Finally, exposure to racial/cultural awareness activities was measured by compiling 
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student experiences as reported on the Freshman Survey and the College Senior Survey, such 
as self-reported interaction with students of different backgrounds, participation in courses 
exploring cultural or gender differences, and participation in organizations with a diversity 
focus.  The dependent variable, multicultural competency, was determined by compiling 
questions on the College Senior Survey asking students to self-identify their perceived level 
of multicultural awareness, knowledge of cultures different from their own, and their 
perceived level of skill in working with others from different backgrounds or cultures.  In 
order to determine any differences between sectarian and nonsectarian private institutions, 
the sample was divided into two categories consisting of responses from the two types of 
institutions. 
Methodology 
 The following section describes the data collection process and data analysis 
processes used in this study. 
Data Collection 
The data for this study were drawn from the CIRP 2003 Freshman Survey and the 
2006–2007 College Senior Survey sponsored by UCLA-HERI.  The sample for the study 
consisted of students at private, 4-year, sectarian and nonsectarian higher education 
institutions who responded to both the 2003 Freshman Survey and the 2006–2007 College 
Senior Survey.  The dependent variable for the study, multicultural competency, was 
measured by the students‘ responses to the questions regarding self-identified perceptions of 
multicultural competency.  The independent variables, such as gender, race/ethnicity, 
academic major, academic performance, family income, parental education, participation in 
service, faculty interaction, cocurricular involvement, and exposure to racial/cultural 
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awareness activities, was measured as a sum of the results of several questions on student 
demographics and the students‘ collegiate experiences.   
Data Analysis 
Descriptive and inferential statistics were used to analyze the data and make 
inferences about the relationship between the independent input and environmental variables 
and the dependent variable, multicultural competency.  Discriminant analysis procedures 
were employed to classify institutions into two subgroups: sectarian and nonsectarian 
institutions.  Sequential multiple regression was the primary statistical tool used in this study.  
It was employed to investigate if the independent input and environmental variables 
significantly predict self-reported multicultural competency.  In addition, multiple regression 
analysis was used to examine which, if any, of the independent variables significantly 
predicted self-reported multicultural competency.  An alpha of .05 was used as the level of 
significance.  Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 18.0 (SPSS, Inc., 2009) was the 
software used to perform the sequential multiple regression. 
Definitions of Terms 
Service: Service has been defined as participation in a ―helpful act‖ designed to be a 
―contribution to the welfare of others‖ (Merriam-Webster, n.d.a).  Morgan (1995) 
described service as a continuum of three components: charity, project management, 
and social change; Morgan (1996) later explained the service continuum as beginning 
with an act of individual charity, progressing through project management, and 
culminating with a commitment to social change. 
 Service-learning: ―Service-learning is a form of experiential education in which students 
engage in activities that address human and community needs together with 
13 
structured opportunities intentionally designed to promote student learning and 
development.  Reflection and reciprocity are key concepts of service-learning.‖ 
(Jacoby, 1996, p. 5).  
Volunteerism or community service: Volunteerism is the ―act or practice of doing ―volunteer 
work‖ or performing a service in the community (Merriam-Webster, n.d.b).  Rhoads 
(1997) described community service as projects that extend the student experience 
beyond the classroom, providing students with the opportunity to apply both 
academic and personal knowledge.  Community service is not usually tied to 
academic course content, does not involve academic credit, nor does it have a 
reflective component built into the experience. 
Assumptions 
In order to complete this study, several assumptions were acknowledged.  It was 
assumed that the Freshman Survey and the College Senior Survey were completed by 
students and that the same students who completed the Freshman Survey in 2003 completed 
the College Senior Survey in 2006–2007.  It was also assumed that data were collected and 
reported in a consistent and similar manner for both years by the institutions administering 
the survey and HERI.  Finally, it was assumed that HERI categorized the data accurately and 
compiled the correct sample set as requested by the researcher. 
Limitations 
There were several limitations to this study.  This study was a quantitative study that 
used a secondary dataset.  As a result, this study did not seek to account for all variables that 
might impact a student‘s multicultural development, such as how the campus culture of the 
sectarian or nonsectarian institution impacted student multicultural development.  The 
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quantitative nature of the study would not provide answers to questions about the quality of 
the student experience or how the quality of the students‘ experience might impact 
multicultural competency.   
Another limitation to this study was that the students‘ answers were self-reported.  
Students could choose not to report or choose only to respond to certain survey items.  
Students also responded to the survey questions based upon their own perceptions, which 
could have been inaccurate.  This limitation was particularly noticeable when attempting to 
measure multicultural competency given that the students were reporting their perceptions of 
how multiculturally competent they believed themselves to be.  Their perceptions of 
multicultural competency may or may not have been accurate. 
Delimitations 
In addition to the limitations of the study presented by the dataset, there were several 
decisions made to delimit the study.  The study was intentionally delimited to information 
gathered from the responses to the 2003 Freshman Survey and the 2006–2007 College Senior 
Survey administered by HERI.  That was the most recent dataset available from HERI that 
recorded student responses at the beginning and conclusion of their collegiate career.  The 
sample was limited to small, private, sectarian and nonsectarian colleges.  The findings of the 
study can be generalized to students of the same demographics and institution type.  The 
results would not necessarily be representative of all students attending institutions of higher 
education.  Finally, a delimitation to the study was the decision and need to combine the 
various forms of service participation (volunteerism, community service, and service-
learning) into one measurement of service participation for the hierarchical multiple 
regression.  This combination provided a solid measurement of overall college student 
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service participation but did not allow for specific measurements of the impact of different 
forms of service participation on college student self-reported multicultural competency 
development. 
Summary 
The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between college student 
participation in service, whether it be community service, volunteerism, or service-learning, 
and the level at which the students report multicultural competency.  This study also looked 
at what impact factors, such as gender, race/ethnicity, academic major, academic 
performance, family income, and parental education, have on the service–multicultural 
competency relationship.  Finally, the study examined the relationship between other 
collegiate experiences, such as faculty interaction, cocurricular involvement, and exposure to 
racial/cultural awareness activities, and the student‘s level of self-identified multicultural 
competency.   
Included in this study is a review of literature and the methodology, results, and 
discussion.  Chapter 2 provides a review of the literature related to the topics of service and 
multicultural competency.  Specifically, it covers the evolution of service participation and 
service-learning in higher education and the connection between service participation and 
multicultural education or multicultural competency.  Chapter 3 outlines the methodology 
that was used to conduct the study.  The results of this study are described in Chapter 4.  
Chapter 5 provides a summary of the results and a discussion of the implications for practice 
and future research. 
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CHAPTER 2. REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
In this chapter, I present a review of the literature regarding the evolution of service 
in institutions of American higher education.  The purpose of this review is to provide a 
general overview of the history of service in institutions of higher education, the impact of 
service participation on college students, and the different ways that service has been 
organized and institutionalized in higher education.  Distinct sections on how service 
participation impacts multicultural development in college students, service programs at 
small secular and nonsecular institutions, and the theoretical and conceptual frameworks used 
in this study also are included. 
With roots emanating from the 1960s and 1970s, the development of service 
programs on college and university campuses has enjoyed resurgence over the last two 
decades.  Service, particularly service-learning, has been proven to have a positive effect on 
the cognitive and affective development of college undergraduates.  In Astin et al.‘s 2000 
HERI quantitative and qualitative study comparing the effects of service-learning on the 
cognitive and affective development of college undergraduates, it was found that 
undergraduate service participation showed significant positive effects in areas of academic 
performance, value development, self-efficacy, leadership development, choice of service 
career, and plans to participate in service after college.  In the qualitative portion of Astin et 
al.‘s study, it was also found that service-learning resulted in an increased student awareness 
of the world around them.  Service programs at institutions of higher education vary in 
mission, organization, and funding.  Those differences are due to differences in institutional 
missions and histories and whether the emphasis is placed on service or learning or balanced 
between the two.  The degree to which a service program at an institution of higher education 
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is aligned with the mission and goals of that particular institution, the more service is 
imbedded in the institution‘s culture and supported by the institution‘s resources.   
History of Service in American Higher Education 
For more than 200 years, American higher education has been charged with the 
purpose of educating and enlightening an engaged and active democratic citizenry.  Since the 
founding of Harvard University in 1636, American higher education has included as one of 
its goals the education of citizenry for civic and community responsibility (Colby, Beaumont, 
Ehrlich, & Corngold, 2002; Colby, Ehrlich, Beaumont, & Stephens, 2003; Ehrlich, 2000; 
Jacoby & Associates, 2009; Kapoor & Williams, 2003).  Civic education and community 
engagement has always been an active and practical education.  Even in the period 
immediately after the Revolutionary War, civic engagement and responsibility was practical, 
active, and down to earth.  According to Boyte and Kari (2000), citizenship ―focused on the 
development of people‘s capacities for work together through civic problem solving.  
Education was seen as the foundation for democracy‖ (p. 43).  Universities were first 
chartered by state legislatures with the purpose of educating national leaders (Jacoby, 2009).  
This work-centered, practical philosophy of democracy and citizenship flourished in the early 
1800s when citizenry was defined as ―concerned members of communities who share 
common values and are responsible to each other and for their community‖ as well as ―public 
problems solvers‖ (Boyte & Kari, 2000, p. 40).  The passage of the Land-Grant Act in 1862 
created universities that intentionally linked public higher education and the concept of civic 
engagement, service, and social responsibility, specifically as it related to agriculture and 
industry.  Even at the beginning of the 20th century, American higher education continued to 
articulate its civic mission.  Charles Eliot, president of Harvard, wrote in 1908, ―At bottom, 
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most of the American institutions of higher education are filled with the democratic spirit.  
Teachers and students alike are profoundly moved by the desire to serve the democratic 
community,‖ (Boyte & Kari, 2000, p. 35).  Although there was a lack of broad and concerted 
national or higher education service initiative prior to the 1960s, there was a long history of 
college student community service that included the YMCA, 4-H, fraternities and sororities, 
and programs sponsored by campus ministries (Jacoby, 1996). 
There have been periods when there has been a perceived need for higher education 
to intensify its focus on civic education, service, and social responsibility.  The period 
immediately after World War II and the introduction of the GI Bill brought increased 
numbers of students to American colleges and universities, students infused with the active 
patriotic and social activism precipitated by the Second World War (Sullivan, 2000).  The 
social unrest of the 1960s and early 1970s, including the Civil Rights movement and the 
feminist movement, forced universities to be more socially relevant and responsive (Stanton 
et al., 1999).  The Peace Corps in 1961 and the Volunteers in Service to America (VISTA) in 
1965 were the first national initiatives focused on college student community service.  Many 
campus-based community service programs were created and flourished in the 1960s and 
1970s, including the initial attempts to combine community service and academic content 
into initiatives called service-learning (Jacoby, 2009).   
There have also been periods and ongoing sentiments that have not been supportive 
of the civic education focus of higher education.  The infusion of the German higher 
education system of detached scholarship in the late 1800s and early 1900s led to conflicting 
definitions of what is educational.  The debate has centered on the education found in the 
discipline-specific content shared in the classroom and the active service-oriented education 
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intended to develop future socially responsible citizens. (Boyte & Kari, 2000; Stanton et al, 
1999).  Faimen and Olivier (1972) captured that sentiment in saying:  
We cannot believe that the mission of the university is to lead mankind to a new 
Jerusalem.  Any attempt to do so would destroy among other things, the university‘s 
role to serve as intellectual sanctuary when the winds of popular passion blow. . . . 
The goal of the university is not the quest for power or virtue, but the quest for 
significant truth. (p. 35)   
A more significant downturn in higher education‘s focus on civic engagement and 
service occurred in the late 1970s, the 1980s, and the early 1990s.  With the waning of the 
political and social activism of the 1960s and early 1970s coupled with the end of the Cold 
War, the focus changed from the pursuit of greater social and economic equality to the 
pursuit and maintenance of personal wealth.  Federal student aid shifted from need-based 
assistance designed to improve access to merit-based aid, which benefited the higher 
socioeconomic strata.  The need for external funding shifted institutional focus to the 
recruitment and ongoing satisfaction of patrons, especially to fund research.  The middle- and 
upper-class students attending institutions of higher education were less concerned with 
pursuing lives of civic or social engagement and more concerned with receiving the training 
necessary for lucrative careers (Sax, 2000; Sullivan, 2000).  Sullivan (2000) best summed up 
the period by saying that the academy ―emphasized immediate individual and institutional 
self-interest at the expense of both long-term democratic values and the academy‘s 
distinctive contribution to society‘s self-reflective capacities‖ (p. 23). 
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Service-Learning 
Service-learning has become the latest ―trend‖ to sweep through higher education and 
has alternatively been described as a program, a philosophy, and pedagogy.  It is actually all 
three.  Service-learning is a philosophy deeply rooted in social justice and civic activism.  It 
is a teaching pedagogy embracing experiential or active learning with an engaged reflection 
(Daigre, 2000).  It also is the focus of increasing institutionalization in higher education with 
approximately 1,000 known programs, offices, or centers of service-learning on college and 
university campuses (Campus Compact, 2007).  The popularity of service-learning and the 
proliferation of different models of institutionalized service-learning have been explained or 
justified in a variety of ways, including a natural evolution of higher education‘s long 
tradition of service, the fulfillment of the social, particularly student, activism of the 1960s 
and 1970s, John Dewey‘s 1938 theory of experience and experiential education in action 
higher education‘s reaction to demands for increasing accountability and social involvement, 
and the documented preference of today‘s college student towards community service and 
volunteerism (Bringle & Hatcher, 2000; Jacoby, 1996).  It was perhaps not one concept, but 
the combined concepts of institutional histories and missions, social history, current trends, 
and timing in general, that has resulted in the recent great surge of interest in service-learning 
by institutions of higher education.  There are many different definitions of service-learning 
in a variety of lengths, depths, and breadths, but for this study, service-learning is defined as 
―a form of experiential education in which students engage in activities that address human 
and community needs together with structured opportunities intentionally designed to 
promote student learning and development.  Reflection and reciprocity are key concepts of 
service-learning‖ (Jacoby, 1996, p. 5). 
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 Although American higher education has included as one of its goals the education of 
citizenry for civic and community responsibility since the founding of Harvard in 1636, 
service-learning, as a concept, had its roots in the 1960s and 1970s.  Pockets of those 
interested in community service as a means of active learning began to spring up during the 
mid-1960s in an effort to connect, rather than alienate, those critical of the ―monolithic, 
teacher-centered, alienating, and irrelevant‖ system of higher education and those involved in 
the social activist movements of the day (Stanton et al., 1999).  The term service-learning 
first arose in conjunction with community service programs developed by the Oak Ridge 
Associated Universities in Tennessee in 1964.  This program was later expanded to 15 states 
under the auspices of the Southern Regional Education Board (SREB; Wutzdorff & Giles, 
1997) where the work of Robert Sigmon and William Ramsey introduced a larger population 
to the term service-learning in 1967 (Jacoby, 1996) or 1969 (Stanton et al., 1999).  In 1969, 
the National Student Volunteer Program, which in a short time became the National Center 
for Service-Learning, was founded.  Although the National Center for Service-Learning was 
relatively short-lived, the National Society for Internships and Experiential Education and the 
National Society for Experiential Education (NSEE), both founded in 1978, became the 
repository and distributors of the resources created and previously held by the National 
Center for Service-Learning.  The service-learning movement of the 1960s and 1970s 
stimulated significant student community engagement and the creation of many campus-
based services programs, but the momentum did not last (Balis, 2001; Jacoby, 1996).  
Kendall (1990) identified three pitfalls that led to the demise of many programs that involved 
college students in service: (a) most of the programs were not integrated into the central 
mission and goals of the institutions and agencies where they were based, (b) several 
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important programmatic lessons were learned about the balance of power and the tendency to 
focus only on charity rather than on supporting others to meet their own needs, and (c) the 
service experience did not ensure that either significant learning or effective service would 
occur (Kendall, 1990).  As a result of those lessons learned, Robert Sigmon (1979), one of 
the SREB practitioners, constructed the ―three principles for service-learning,‖ which further 
emphasized the important service-learning concepts of reflection and reciprocity and has 
helped guide subsequent service-learning practitioners: 
1. Those being serviced control the services provided. 
2. Those being served become better able to serve and be served by their own 
actions. 
3. Those who serve are also learners and have significant control over what is 
expected to be learned. (Sigmon, 1979). 
In 1985, service-learning gained new momentum with the creation of Campus 
Compact: The Project for Public and Community Service.  Originally an organization of 
college and university presidents who supported academically based community service, 
Campus Compact had over 500 public and private 2- and 4-year member institutions by 1996 
and 800 member institutions from 46 states and the District of Columbia by 2003 (Campus 
Compact, 2004).  Campus Compact has implemented a range of national initiatives to 
increase service initiatives in higher education, and their individual state affiliates act as 
liaisons to K–12 schools, community organizations, and higher education to provide 
education and support to member institutions (Campus Compact, 2011).   
From 1983–1989, NSEE consultants, with support from the Fund for the 
Improvement of Postsecondary Education (FIPSE), worked with more than 500 colleges and 
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universities to help develop and strengthen campus experiential education programs.  The 
increasing awareness and growth of community service and service-learning programs 
culminated in the 1989 Wingspread Conference where the NSEE-initiated ―principles of 
good practice in combining service and learning‖ were completed (Balis, 2001; Jacoby, 
1996).  The principles of good practice in combining service and learning consisted of the 
following: 
1. Engages people in responsible and challenging actions for the common good. 
2. Provides structured opportunities for people to reflect critically on their service 
experience. 
3. Articulates clear service and learning goals for everyone involved. 
4. Allows for those with needs to define those needs. 
5. Clarifies the responsibilities of each person and organization involved. 
6. Matches service providers and service need through a process that recognizes 
changing circumstances. 
7. Expects genuine, active, and sustained organizational commitment. 
8. Includes training, supervision, monitoring, support, recognition, and evaluation to 
meet service and learning goals. 
9. Insures that the time commitment for service and learning is flexible, appropriate, 
and in the best interests of all involved. 
10. Is committed to program participants by and with diverse populations (Porter 
Honnet & Poulsen, 1989). 
A similar organization, the Campus Outreach Opportunity League (COOL), was 
created by college students during this same time period and, by the mid-1990s, worked with 
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approximately 1,000 colleges and universities.  Adding to the principles of good practices 
from NSEE, in 1993 COOL developed the following ―critical elements of thoughtful 
community service‖: 
Community voice: the essential building block to ensure that the needs of the 
community are included in the development of the service program. 
Orientation and training: the important steps taken to prepare students for 
their service experience by providing information on the issues, 
community and the particular community organization. 
Meaningful action: the service being completed is seen as being valuable and 
necessary to the community.  Students want to know that the work 
they have done will make a difference and that their time was well 
used. 
Reflection: the crucial component of the service-learning experience.  This 
activity should take place immediately following the service so that the 
student has the opportunity to share feelings, observations, reactions 
and stories about their experiences, while placing it into a broader 
context. 
Evaluation: the  measurement of the impact of student learning as well as the 
overall effectiveness of the service to the community organization 
(Mintz & Hesser, 1996). 
The 1990s saw an explosion of literature and conferences on service-learning, 
including contributions by NSEE, Campus Compact, and, beginning in 1994, the Michigan 
Journal of Community Service Learning.  The federal government‘s interest in and support of 
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service-learning resulted in the National and Community Service Trust Act of 1990, the 
National and Community Service Trust Act of 1993, the creation of the Corporation for 
National and Community Service, and the creation of 20,000 positions in the AmeriCorps 
national service program (Jacoby, 1996).  That momentum has continued into the next 
century with Campus Compact now representing a coalition of more than 1,100 college and 
university presidents and approximately 6 million students (Campus Compact, 2007). 
Impact of Service Participation on Students 
That service has a positive effect on the cognitive and affective development of 
college undergraduates is not in doubt.  For the purpose of this study, it was important to 
review not only the literature on college student service participation that looked at the 
cognitive and affective effects of service participation but, more particularly, those studies 
that show the impact of service participation on multicultural competency development.  
Fortunately, a few studies that focused on small, private, liberal arts colleges were discovered 
as well. 
In a HERI mixed methods study comparing the effects of service-learning on the 
cognitive and affective development of college undergraduates (Astin et al., 2000), it was 
found that undergraduate service participation showed significant positive effects in areas of 
academic performance, value development, self-efficacy, leadership development, choice of 
service career, and plans to participate in service after college.  Academic performance was 
enhanced by service participation, resulting in a positive impact on students‘ grade point 
average (GPA), writing skills, and critical thinking skills.  Similar results were seen in more 
affective domains.  Students‘ commitment to activism and to promoting racial understanding 
were positively influenced by service participation as were personal efficacy, awareness of 
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the world, awareness of the students‘ personal values, and self-rated leadership ability.  The 
study‘s researchers also surmised that connection to an academic course and content plus 
reflection, essential components of service-learning, were an important part of the degree and 
nature of the impact of service experiences (Astin et al., 2000).  
In 1999, Combining Service and Learning in Higher Education: Evaluation of the 
Learn and Serve America Higher Education Program, a report of the program evaluation 
results of the Learn and Serve America, Higher Education (LSAHE) initiatives, was 
published (Gray et al., 1999).  The LSAHE program evaluation looked at the impact of 
LSAHE grants on students, communities, and institutions during the first three years (1995, 
1996, and 1997) of the LSAHE initiative. Combining Service and Learning in Higher 
Education: Evaluation of the Learn and Serve America Higher Education Program was 
significant in that it not only offered a multidimensional evaluation of a federal grant 
program, but it also offered a groundbreaking evaluation of the impact service-learning could 
have on individual students, communities, and institutions of higher education and set the 
stage for other research on the impact of service-learning.  Although the results of the study 
did not show a significant effect on the students‘ academic or professional skills, the study 
echoed the Astin et al.‘s 2000 HERI study by finding that service participation as part of a 
service-learning course had a significant effect on students‘ interpersonal skills, multicultural 
understanding, and expected future service participation (Gray et al., 1999).   
In Where’s the Learning in Service-Learning?, Eyler and Giles (1999) explored the 
results of two studies on service-learning.  The first study, ―Comparing Models of Service-
Learning through FIPSE,‖ surveyed over 1,500 students from 20 colleges and universities, 
resulting in a sample size of 1,100 students involved in service-learning.  The second study, 
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through the Corporation for National Service, consisted of interviews with 67 students from 
seven colleges and universities, exploring students‘ experiences with reflection.  The results 
of the study indicate that service-learning experiences provided an experience that engaged 
students with others in a practical, applicable, and useful way.  Those experiences resulted in 
learning that helped students think critically about complex social situations and to look at 
life and the world in a new and different way.  Part of that learning included engagement 
with individuals from different races, cultures, and socioeconomic situations in a way that 
allowed students to look beyond the stereotypes and explore issues of social justice (Eyler & 
Giles, 1999; Jones, 2001). 
From 1991 to 1996, Rhoads (1997) studied the experiences of college students at 
three universities, Pennsylvania State University, the University of South Carolina, and 
Michigan State University.  This qualitative study consisted of 100 student interviews, 66 
students who were surveyed, 200 students observed participating in service, and the 
researcher simultaneously engaged as a volunteer.  Rhoads found that student engagement 
with the community heightened their sense of self, their connection with the community, and 
their concern for their fellow human being or their ―ethic of care‖ (Wright, 2003, p. 58). 
A study by Steinke et al. (2000) of over 300 students at 12 private colleges in Iowa 
explored the cognitive and affective developmental differences between 153 student who 
engaged in service-learning and 155 who did not participate in service.  Student intellectual 
development and learning were greater for students engaged in service and when reflection 
was part of the service experience.  Affectively, students reported that participation in service 
resulted in better social skills, a greater sense of personal identity, reported spiritual 
28 
development, and a higher comfort level when working with individuals who were ethnically 
different from themselves.   
Wright (2003) conducted a qualitative study at Central College, a small private 
college in Iowa, through interviews with 10 students in a 300-level psychology class engaged 
in service learning.  The results echoed many studies on the effects of service-learning, that 
the more structure and reflection in the academic service-learning course, the more students 
learn and the deeper their sense of self awareness.  It was also surmised that service 
participation led to an inclination to participate in service in the future and a new or renewed 
interest in service-focused careers.  Service-learning proved again to be an excellent avenue 
to expose students to new environments, varied perspectives, and different cultures.   
There are numerous smaller quantitative and qualitative studies on the effects of 
college student service participation.  Rockquemore and Schaffer (2000) conducted a study 
of 120 students in service-learning courses at Pepperdine University and found changes in 
attitudes toward social justice, equality of opportunity, and civic responsibility.  Gallini and 
Moely (2003) conducted a study of 142 students at Tulane University and found that students 
in service-learning courses felt more interpersonal, community, and academic engagement, 
found the service-learning courses academically challenging, and were more likely to persist 
at the university.  Wang and Jackson (2005) conducted a similar study of students engaged in 
service-learning courses at Ohio State University and found an increased student desire and 
appreciation for civic involvement, but only for ―charitable‖ forms of service, not for those 
incorporating issues of social justice.  Fenzel and Peyrot (2005) studied community college 
students in Maryland engaged in service and discovered that students had an increased sense 
of social and personal responsibility and were more open to postcollege service and service-
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related careers.  Bringle, Hatcher, and McIntosh (2006) found that developing integrity 
should be an intentional goal of service-learning after studying the service participation 
experience of 217 students at a large urban campus.  Bernacki and Jaeger‘s (2008) study of 
46 students at Saint Joseph‘s University in service-learning and non-service-learning classes 
found that students engaged in service-learning courses were more compassionate and more 
sensitive, had a greater understanding of and ability to solve social problems, and 
demonstrated greater efficacy to make the world better.  Because they also found that the 
overall moral development was not significant, they recommended more than one semester 
of service, believing that the longer the service participation, the greater the impact (Bernacki 
& Jaeger, 2008).  Moely, Furco, and Reed (2008) conducted a study of students from seven 
institutions who experienced more positive learning and attitude change outcomes when they 
were matched with their preferred service-learning experience (charitable versus social 
justice) than when they were mismatched.  Sperling, Wang, Kelly, and Hritsuk (2003) 
conducted a study consisting of students involved in Arizona State University‘s Community 
Engagement Services.  The 36 participants reportedly became less racist, less prone to 
stereotyping, more aware of social inequality, and more willing to work in communities or 
areas similar to where they conducted their service-learning experience.   
Small qualitative studies, such as those conducted by Skilton-Sylvester and Erwin 
(2000), Pompa (2002), and Marchel (2003), found that students who engage in service had a 
greater development of altruism, a higher level of compassion towards others, a commitment 
to social justice, and more developed social skills.  O‘Byrne (2000) conducted a mixed 
method research project consisting of students in an undergraduate capstone research course 
at California State University at Fullerton who used service-learning experiences to 
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collaborate with nonprofit community partners in formulation of research questions and data 
collection.  The students indicated that they felt they had higher quality experience than did 
students in undergraduate capstone courses without the service component and were able to 
see a practical use for their research. 
Although most of the existing research has focused on service-learning participation, 
Sax, Astin, and Astin (1996) conducted a longitudinal study on the effects of volunteerism 
consisting of 3,450 students attending 42 institutions.  Students who volunteered in college 
showed significantly positive outcomes regarding current and future civic responsibility, 
academic engagement and aspirations, and leadership and interpersonal skills.   
Service Participation and Multiculturalism 
Service participation, particularly service-learning has several aspects or themes that 
have the potential to impact multicultural competency, including collaboration with the 
community, the use of reflection, active experiential learning, and the ―development of a 
sense of caring,‖ (O‘Grady, 2000, p. 8).  Other service-learning practitioners or educational 
theorists argue that service-learning provokes a sense of civic responsibility and highlights 
societal problems and issues of social justice (Ehrlich, 2000; Stanton et al., 1990).  
Multicultural competency consists of three components: (a) awareness and sensitivity to 
one‘s own cultural heritage and valuing and respecting differences; (b) knowledge of the 
history, experiences, and cultural values of various racial/ethnic groups; and (c) the skill to 
respond appropriately, both verbally and nonverbally (Pope et al., 2004; D. W. Sue et al., 
1982).  The interaction with individuals from diverse backgrounds inherent in service 
participation can raise awareness of self and of others.  When coupled with the academic 
rigor and reflection that is part of the service-learning pedagogy, students can recognize 
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society as ―an object for analysis‖ (Rosenberger, 2000, p. 42). ―Conventional service-
learning can become deeper social reconstructionist service-learning opportunities by not 
only role-reversal but also by exploring the root causes of injustices,‖ (Patel, 2004, p. 39).  
Issues of power and privilege can be introduced and explored as part of the service-learning 
process, and student participants can emerge from the experience with a desire to correct the 
inequalities and injustices in society (Rosenberger, 2000).  The multicultural knowledge 
obtained through service participation can lead to a greater understanding of the larger world, 
but as Densmore (2000) implied, service-learning has the potential to ―teach students about 
the systemic nature of social inequality, including its sources, history, and contemporary 
manifestations‖ (p. 55).  Service participation also impacts the development of certain skills 
that are part of multicultural competency development, including learning how to critically 
reflect on their experience, how to work collaboratively with others, and an increasing 
confidence and ease in working with others from diverse backgrounds (Kendall, 1990; 
O‘Grady, 2000).   
Despite all the positive aspects of service participation, particularly service-learning, 
there are still concerns about service reinforcing negative stereotypes.  
Service-learning, in top form is a pedagogy that inspires one to fight for social justice. 
. . . Unfortunately, the majority of service-learning experiences do not require 
students to contemplate the root causes of the injustices, which were the catalyst for 
the service. (Patel, 2004, p. 39)   
Unless initiated with care and reflection, service has the potential to be paternalistic, even to 
the extent where it reinforces a colonialist mentality of superiority.  This finding is especially 
true for White students engaging in service in what are often communities that are racially or 
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ethnically different from their own.  White students often do not understand the social 
dynamics of poverty and racism and may accept those dynamics as a given (Dunlap, 
Scoggin, Green, & Davi, 2007; Green, 2001; O‘Grady, 2000).  Unfortunately, many service-
learning courses are still firmly rooted in a charity mentality rather than a social justice focus, 
because concepts of social justice and White privilege do not always result in the ―feel good‖ 
effect of service based on charity (O‘Grady, 2000).   
Reinforced stereotypes are not limited to issues of race or ethnicity.  Negative 
stereotypes surrounding socioeconomic status and gender also can be reinforced during 
service participation if not handled correctly.  Often the issues and stereotypes of 
socioeconomic status, gender, and race or ethnicity are intertwined, but Dunlap et al. (2007) 
found in their work with service-learning in an inner-city homeless shelter that students were 
more apt to focus primarily on socioeconomic status rather than on race, ethnicity, or gender 
and that issues of poverty, unless reflected upon appropriately, were often perceived as 
personal weakness.  Keller, Nelson, and Wick (2003) had similar concerns regarding service-
learning, gender, and feminism.  Using a feminist theoretical lens, service-learning has the 
potential to give students a better understanding of gender, race, and class and how they 
contribute to the feminization of poverty.  However, the tendency for more women than men 
to participate in service-learning and the prevalent charity or ―ethics of care‖ emphasis of 
service-learning also has the potential to reinforce gender stereotypes.  As it has been 
throughout the development of collegiate service programs and service-learning initiatives, 
the concerns over reinforcing negative stereotypes, paternalistic behavior, and charity among 
student service participants, rather than bringing awareness and action to systemic issues of 
social justice, are ongoing and real. 
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A few qualitative and quantitative studies on service participation and 
multiculturalism demonstrate the challenges of multicultural education and service 
participation.  Tilley-Lubbs (2009) conducted a qualitative study of her and her students‘ 
experiences while she served as an instructor for Spanish and education students in the 
Crossing the Border through Service-Learning (CTB) course at Virginia Polytechnic Institute 
and State University.  Through journals of her and her students‘ service experiences with 
members of the local Mexican and Honduran immigrant community, Tilley-Lubbs 
recognized that the experience had actually ―created social hierarchy and deficit notions of 
the community‖ (p. 59), establishing students as ―haves‖ and community members as ―have-
nots.‖   
Camacho (2004) drew her research from the journal entries of students in her service-
learning course at the University of San Diego.  After considerable coursework, which 
included readings, films, and conversations on power and privilege, Camacho‘s diverse class 
of 30 participated in service among the Mexican population in Tijuana.  Camacho argued 
that, because of the rigorous academic introduction, the students were able to gain valuable 
insights into their experience, including socioeconomic differences and barriers, gender 
issues, and the political issues involving immigration.   
Kiely (2004) conducted a longitudinal phenomenological case study investigating 
how students‘ perspectives changed due to their participation in an international service-
learning program in Nicaragua with an explicit social justice orientation.  Forty-three 
students participated over a 7-year period from 1994 to 2001.  The study found that students 
emerged from their experience with an increased global consciousness, a desire to work for 
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social justice, an increased understanding of self, and a recognition of the challenges 
involved in personal and societal change.   
Finally, Vogelgesang (2004) conducted a qualitative case study on four small- and 
medium-sized private institutions in California, one nonsectarian and three affiliated with the 
Catholic Church.  The case studies focused on the issues and opinions on multicultural 
education and service-learning within the institutions through the words of their students, 
faculty, and administration.  The challenges faced by those institutions included facilitating 
organizational change amid resistance and limited resources, divergent opinions on whether 
resources should be invested in multicultural education and diversity, and the different 
subcultures within each institution.  Vogelgesang found that often those ―in charge‖ of 
multicultural education and of service initiatives did not collaborate and those collaborations 
regarding multicultural education and service often happened outside of the administrative 
structure. 
Characteristics of Institutionalized Service Programs 
Although it is possible that college students find and initiate community service 
opportunities on their own, it was assumed for the purposes of this study that most college 
students participate in service opportunities available through their institution.  How those 
service opportunities are shaped depends on the institution‘s mission, the organization and 
administration of service programs at that institution, the funding of service programs, and 
the evaluation and continued improvement of those service programs.  This section of the 
literature review focuses on how colleges and universities shape and administer their service 
programs. 
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The Mission of Service Programs 
 The mission statements of service programs or offices at institutions of higher 
education varied, but all were highly influenced by their particular institution‘s history, 
mission, and values and the balance between learning goals and service outcomes.  Colleges 
and universities defined service through the lens of the primary goal of the institution and 
expressed service in ways that were consistent with the institution‘s primary educational 
mission.  Because of the emphasis on liberal arts and moral character development, liberal 
arts colleges viewed service as a means of fulfilling their mission to train future citizens by 
combining ideas with values.  Research universities were interested in expanding the 
knowledge base and viewed service as a means to apply knowledge to solve social problems.  
The mission of community colleges involved providing access to nontraditional populations, 
so service functioned as a means of access to educational and employment opportunities 
(Stanton et al., 1999).  The more institutionalized service was aligned with the mission and 
goals of the particular institution, the more service was imbedded in the institution‘s culture 
and supported by the institution‘s resources (Campus Compact, 2000). 
 The other significant decision when creating a service program‘s mission statement 
was deciding on the balance between service and learning.  Sigmon (1994) developed a 
service-learning typology with four components: (a) service-LEARNING, with learning 
goals primary and service outcomes secondary; (b) SERVICE-learning, with service 
outcomes primary and learning goals secondary; (c) service–learning,with service and 
learning goals completely separate; and (d) SERVICE-LEARNING, with service and 
learning goals of equal weight, each enhancing the other (Sigmon, 1994).  Selecting which 
service-learning typology was crucial to a service-learning program‘s development because it 
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determined the program‘s emphasis, the intended beneficiaries, and the relationship between 
the service-learning program and other forms of experiential education, such as volunteerism, 
community service, internships, and other forms of field education (Furco, 2003). 
Organization and Administration of Service Programs 
 Organizational and leadership models for service programs differed depending on the 
needs of the various constituencies (students, community, faculty, etc.), available resources, 
assets of the community, and the support of administrators.  Campus Compact (2000) 
identified four different organizational leadership models for service programs: (a) umbrella 
model, (b) volunteer clearinghouse model, (c) student-directed projects, and (d) academic 
service-learning programs.  The umbrella model is a loose network of student groups that 
have a specific focus or interest and is an excellent first step toward building a 
comprehensive service program.  It allows students an excellent opportunity for leadership 
with staff oversight but lacks the two components essential to a service-learning program, 
reflection and supervision.  The volunteer clearinghouse model offers students, student 
organizations, and faculty easy access to centralized information collected from the 
community about service opportunities.  Depending on the mission and nature of the 
clearinghouse, staff can assist in matching community service needs with a student‘s profile, 
setting up one-time service projects in order to provide community agencies with a reliable 
source of volunteers, helping faculty find the right service-learning project or program to fit 
their class‘s needs, and conducting reflection sessions for student participants.  Because this 
model has multiple functions and is heavily influenced by the program‘s balance between 
service and learning, the program‘s overall impact can be diffuse and difficult to document.  
The student-directed projects model is typified by numerous ongoing, semiautonomous 
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service projects that are part of a larger program with a staff member providing support to 
project leaders.  Like the umbrella model, student leadership opportunities abound, but the 
amount and quality of reflection opportunities is uncertain.  The academic service-learning 
program model provides the best opportunity to connect students‘ academic and experiential 
learning by providing an academic setting (class) for students to discuss and reflect on their 
experiences.  This model tends to be affiliated with Academic Affairs and enjoys high levels 
of institutional support and funding (Campus Compact, 2000).  The 324 colleges and 
universities detailed in 2002‘s Higher Education Service Learning Sourcebook portrayed all 
the models listed above and a few ―hybrid‖ or ―unique‖ models, such as American 
University‘s Project Pen which is a conflict-resolution education internship (Crews, 2002).   
Having an office or center appears to be indicative of an institution‘s commitment to 
service.  In Campus Compact‘s (2006) 2006 Service Statistics, respondents were asked to 
provide information about the structure and administration of offices on campus dedicated to 
service-related activities.  Of the 576 institutions that responded, 80% reported having an 
office or center dedicated to coordinating service and/or other civic engagement activities 
and programs.  This rate was lower than what was reported in previous years (86% in 2004–
2005 and 2003–2004).  One third (31%) of institutions reported having more than one office 
coordinating service programs.  Of those institutions that reported having more than one 
office, the number of offices involved with service-related activities ranged from 1 to 20 
additional offices (Campus Compact, 2006).  Some of the most common types of activities 
that a service center or office was responsible for, according to the Campus Compact‘s 
(2004) 2004 Service Statistics, included coordinating service activities for students (89%), 
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working with faculty to incorporate service into their curriculum (84%), and developing 
student leadership opportunities (78%). 
Staffing in a service office or center took several forms.  The office was typically led 
by a director or coordinator with either faculty or staff status.  Some sort of clerical support, 
whether professional or student work–study, was recommended and needed to handle the 
data collection, publicity, and other logistics.  Utilizing VISTAs, graduate assistants, and 
other staff to coordinate grants writing, special projects, and community relations was also 
highly encouraged and used when available (Bucco & Busch, 1996; Campus Compact, 
2000).  According to the Campus Compact‘s (2006) 2006 Service Statistics, most institutions 
(85%) had at least one staff member who was dedicated specifically to coordinating service 
and/or other civic engagement programs.  This number was significantly higher than the 79% 
reported in 2004–2005 and slightly higher than the 83% reported in 2003–2004.  The highest 
level of education for the majority of directors of service centers was a master‘s degree 
(55%), followed by a Ph.D. or equivalent (25%), and a bachelor‘s degree (18%).  Only 2% of 
directors reported an associate‘s degree as the highest level of education (Campus Compact, 
2006).  Bucco and Busch (1996) also suggested the establishment of an advisory committee 
to assist with goal-setting, identifying community service partners, and procuring funding for 
the program.   
Campus Compact‘s (2004) 2004 Service Statistics gives a snapshot of the reporting 
lines for offices or centers for service.  The reporting area or lines differed, but a majority of 
institutions reported to a single division or department (85%).  Most service centers or offices 
reported to either Student Affairs (40%) or Academic Affairs (35%).  For the remaining 25% 
of the institutions, the majority indicated that their office reported to more than one office, 
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the Office of the Provost, Career Services, or Campus Ministry (Campus Compact, 2004).  
Once again, the institution‘s mission and the desired balance between service and learning 
helped determine whether a service program at a particular institution was more curricular or 
cocurricular, which determined where the service center reported (Bringle & Hatcher, 1996).  
Service Programs and Finances 
 On issues of budget and finance, Jacoby (1996) emphasized the importance of 
obtaining stable institutional funding in order to develop a sustainable program.  Most service 
programs began with some institutional funding supplemented by seed monies from local 
foundations, private donors, federal or state programs, student activity fees, or national and 
state organizations.  Many service programs also supplemented their institutional startup fund 
with federal, foundation, or corporate grants.  Other sources of funding were community 
partners, who would sometimes assist in the garnering of financial support or provide support 
if the service program‘s activities helped achieve their goals (Jacoby, 1996).  According to 
Campus Compact‘s (2004) 2004 Service Statistics, the total annual budgets of the 406 
respondents ranged from less than $20,000 to more than $250,000.  The majority of 
institutions reported an annual budget of less than $20,000 (38%), followed by a budget of 
$20,000 to less than $50,000 (19%).  Only 12% of service offices reported having an annual 
budget of more than $250,000.  Only 83% of service offices had received an endowment, 
with the vast majority (87%) having to apply for outside funds dedicated to service-related 
activities (Campus Compact, 2004).  According to Campus Compact (2006) 2006 Service 
Statistics, the total annual budgets of the 576 respondents also ranged from less than $20,000 
to more than $250,000.  The majority of institutions reported an annual budget of less than 
$20,000 (42%), followed by a budget of $100,000 to less than $250,000 (20%).  Only 11% of 
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service offices reported having an annual budget of $50,000 to 99,999 or more than $250,000 
(Campus Compact, 2006).  Most service centers‘ funding went toward personnel, project 
support, advertising, insurance, transportation, and other basic office needs.  For service 
centers, transportation to and from service sites was not only a challenging and sometimes 
daunting task but also took up a sizeable proportion of the budget.   
Evaluating Service Programs 
 For centers of service, one of the side benefits to external or unreliable funding has 
been the emphasis on evaluation and accountability, so that ―the field of service-learning may 
be motivated to move beyond anecdote to a clear understanding of what works and what does 
not.‖ (Jacoby, 1996, p. 18).  Because of the emphasis on accountability to various external 
constituencies, including the institution, assessment plans for centers of service have 
revolved around what kinds of information the external constituencies need in order to 
understand how the program works, the impact on the community, who is influenced by the 
program, and other criteria specific to that particular constituency (Campus Compact, 2000).  
Driscoll, Holland, Gelmon, and Kerrigan (2003) developed a comprehensive case study 
assessment model at Portland State University that responded to the need to measure, using 
both qualitative and quantitative measurements, the impact of service on students, faculty, 
the community, and the institution as a whole.  Some of the student variables measured were 
awareness of and involvement with community, commitment to service, and sensitivity to 
diversity.  Faculty variables included level of volunteerism, faculty/student interaction, and 
teaching methods.  Community variables, such as economic and social benefits and 
relationship with the institution, and institutional variables, such as image in the community, 
resources, and orientation to teaching and learning, provided a helpful overview and context 
41 
for student and faculty learning.  There were three major categories of data collection 
procedures: (a) in-person assessment (interviews, focus groups, and classroom or site 
observations), (b) independent reflection (journals, surveys), and (c) documentation (syllabus 
analysis, review of vitae, existing reports, activity/contact logs).  This comprehensive, but 
easily adjustable and applicable, assessment model was chosen by Campus Compact as a 
―best practice‖ model and was included in the 2003 Introduction to Service-Learning Toolkit 
(Driscoll et al., 2003).  Bringle et al.(2004), in their book, The Measure of Service Learning: 
Research Scales to Assess Student Experiences, compiled an extensive variety and list of 
scales for use in studying, assessing, and evaluating students in courses using the service-
learning pedagogy.  Some can be used to measure multiple items or, in taking single 
measurements, each measurement scale gives the appropriate rationale or the best scenarios 
for its use, reliability, and validity.  Most of the scales measure a variety of outcomes, such as 
self-concept, self-esteem, moral development, attitude, and critical thinking, but there are 
some that examine or measure student motives for getting involved in service-learning.  
Smaller, more institution- or course-specific models have been developed by individual 
practitioners in order to provide useful assessment resources for discipline-specific service-
learning courses, stand along service-learning courses, and specific institutional service 
program needs (Lansky & Panici, 2000; Rozee & Randal, 2000; Rubin; 2001). 
Current Issues in Service Programs 
 Service-learning, as a philosophy, pedagogy, and institutionalized program, has 
proven to be challenging to all aspects of institutions of higher education because it 
―confronts the assumptions under which we teach and learn and the implications for doing so 
in one way rather than another‖ (Butin, 2005, p. 17).  Kezar and Rhoads (2001) categorized 
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the tensions and challenges circulating around institutionalized service-learning programs in 
higher education into four questions: 
1. The learning question: Is service-learning best understood as part of the historical 
mission of higher learning as in fostering social responsibility and citizenship, or 
in new goals of developing empathy and multicultural understanding, or in 
traditional academic goals such as critical thinking and writing?  What are the 
central learning outcomes we expect service-learning to yield? 
2. The location question: Is service-learning to be associated with the formal 
curriculum and fall under the domain of faculty, does it pertain more to the 
cocurriculum and the work of student affairs professionals, or is it seen as an 
outreach effort and within a separate unit such as continuing education?  How do 
organizational structures impact the ability of service-learning to meet educational 
goals? 
3. The organization-of-work question: How does service-learning fit within the 
expectations that accompany faculty and student affairs work? 
4. The implementation question: What key features should we seek to include as part 
of constructing service-learning experiences?   
 These fundamental questions touched on the issues of institutional history and 
mission and the balance of service and learning inherent in the development of a service 
program, particularly the development of a service mission statement.  The questions also lie 
hidden beneath the more obvious, day-to-day challenges of operating a service program, such 
as funding, program sustainability, travel, community needs, and assessment.  These 
questions were not raised because the answers would be easy but, rather, reflect the ongoing 
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external and internal institutional tensions associated with the development and perpetuation 
of institutionalized service. 
Service Programs at Small, Private Institutions  
 This study focused specifically on small, private, sectarian and nonsectarian 
institutions.  According to Campus Compact, the largest category of Campus Compact‘s 
membership is the traditional liberal arts institution (Rothman, 1998; Zlotkowski, 2001).  
When looking specifically at service, private, 4-year institutions have a higher percentage of 
students that participate in service (58.7%) than do public, 4-year institutions (49.9%; 
National Center for Education Statistics, 2010).  As noted above, liberal arts colleges view 
service as a means of fulfilling their mission to train future citizens because of their focus on 
the liberal arts and moral character development (Stanton et al., 1999).  According to 
Hendricksen (2000), liberal arts colleges‘ ―dual heritages of the civic–republican tradition 
and the Judeo–Christian tradition, in which so many of the nation‘s higher education 
institutions were founded, not only allow service-learning, but virtually compel it, if those 
heritages are taken at all seriously‖ (p. 30).  The missions of small, private, secular and 
nonsecular institutions often emphasize service as a means to nurture the values and 
character of students in order to produce an engaged and educated citizenry.  In fact, Splete 
(1996) noted that ―service-learning is a powerful educational movement that speaks to the 
heart of the mission of most liberal arts colleges and universities today (p. ix).  Small, 
private, sectarian and nonsectarian institutions possess many attributes that encourage an 
environment conducive to service, including an emphasis on teaching over research, smaller 
class sizes, and a values-centered curriculum.  The smaller institution size also allows for 
close student and faculty interaction where the incorporation of service can lead to a dynamic 
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holistic learning experience (Schaffer, 2004).  However, many of those in the disciplines at 
the core of the liberal arts curriculum, especially the humanities and the natural sciences, 
have shown the least interest in service-learning despite the missions of their institutions and 
the applicability of service (Zlotkowski, 2001).  That academic inertia, coupled with limited 
resources, faculty development, and administrative support, sometimes hinders the 
development of service programs at institutions where otherwise there is fertile ground for 
service program development (Sigmon, 1996; Wutzdorff & Giles, 1997). 
Service programs provide an important means for sectarian institutions to address 
their emphasis on the spiritual development of students.  Participation in service is seen as a 
natural fulfillment of the institution‘s spiritual, particularly Christian, mission and as part of 
the students‘ values clarification process (Schaffer, 2004).  Students involved in service 
programs at sectarian institutions tend to gravitate to those programs due to the natural 
relationship between altruism and religion or as a means to explore new and different ways to 
express their spirituality (Bernt, 1989; McCrohan & Bernt, 2004).  Service programs help 
sectarian institutions build relationships beyond denomination and cultural lines while 
maintaining their own unique sense of vision.  Service programs at sectarian institutions also 
strengthen bonds between the institution and religiously affiliated social service agencies 
(Heffner & Beversluis, 2002).   
 A review of the literature on examples of small private institutions and their service 
programs yielded several interesting scenarios of institutionalized service programs.  Lewis 
(2004) described the challenges faced by Denison University when the institution attempted 
to implement service-learning initiatives based on social justice compared to their 
community service programs with a charity emphasis.  Denison University is an institution of 
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approximately 2,100 students in Granville, Ohio.  The endowed Center for Service Learning 
was founded in 1997 on the Denison University campus with the intention of promoting new 
service-learning curricular initiatives and coordinating and supporting existing service-
learning initiatives.  When the Center for Service Learning attempted to initiate service-
learning initiatives with a social justice emphasis, they encountered considerable resistance 
from students who were used to immediate gratification from charity-based service projects, 
faculty who found charity-based projects easier to implement for their classes, and 
community members who lacked trust in the institution‘s initiatives.  Despite the resistance, 
the campus and community conversation generated by the Center for Service Learning‘s 
initiatives has resulted in a deeper and broader commitment to service-learning at Denison 
University overall (Lewis, 2004). 
In Commitment and Connection: Service-Learning and Christian Higher Education, 
Heffner and Beversluis (2002) compiled faculty and student insights into the 
institutionalization of service-learning at Calvin College.  Calvin College is a small, private, 
liberal arts institution heavily imbedded in the Reformed Christian tradition in Grand Rapids, 
Michigan.  Like many other institutions, Calvin College had a strong service mission and 
history, but it was implemented mostly through Student Affairs.  In the early 1990s, Calvin 
College created a Service-Learning Center focused on developing service-learning initiatives 
in the curriculum.  Heffner and Beversluis (2002) depicted the growth and expansion of 
service-learning throughout Calvin College, including international service programs and 
service-learning in a wide variety of disciplines.  Calvin College also implemented original 
initiatives, such as Calvin‘s Environmental Assessment Program, which was rooted in 
participatory action research, a service-learning pedagogy that combines service and 
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research.  Hesser (2003) called Calvin College ―a case study for our times‖ (p. 64), 
encouraging institutions to use Calvin College as a model for institutionalizing service-
learning. 
In Successful Service-Learning Programs, Zlotkowski (1998) examined the service-
learning initiatives at 10 different institutions of higher education, including three small, 
private liberal arts colleges.  Augsburg College in Minneapolis, Minnesota, had a strong 
history in experiential learning, based upon its Norwegian Lutheran heritage, since its 
founding in 1869.  Like so many other institutions of higher education, experiential learning 
and service flourished during the 1960s and 1970s but lagged in the 1980s due to shifted 
interested and lack of financial resources.  A charge from the president, a committee of 
interested faculty, Augsburg‘s student government, and Minnesota Cooperative Education 
Title VIII funding resulted in a renewed emphasis on experiential learning, particularly 
service-learning.  Additional funding through FIPSE provided the means for the current 
service-learning structure at Augsburg, including an Associate Director of Experiential 
Learning position, the LINK committee as a part of Augsburg‘s student government, 
scholarships for students previously engaged or wishing to be engaged in service, and faculty 
development (Hesser, 1998).  
Bates College is a highly selective college of approximately 1,600 students in 
Lewiston-Auburn, Maine.  In 1995, the Bates College Center for Service-Learning was 
established as a result of emerging student community activism and a need to establish better 
relationships with the Lewiston-Auburn community.  Although Freewill Baptist in heritage, 
Bates College has become secular in nature, ―devoting all of their resources to undergraduate 
education and fulfilling a special American calling of raising up our best and brightest to 
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positions of public leadership,‖ (Carignan, 1998, p. 41).  The combination of developing 
public leadership and improving town–gown relations provides a framework for Bates 
College‘s service-learning initiatives.  The Bates College Center for Service-Learning has a 
director and associate director who report to the dean of the college, recruit and develop 
faculty and courses that include service-learning, build community partnerships, and provide 
support and monetary assistance to students interesting in performing service (Carignan, 
1998) 
Although imbedded in a strong Dominican Catholic heritage, Providence College had 
little experience with service, other than some student volunteer efforts, until 1994 when the 
college received a $5 million grant from the Feinstein Foundation.  According to Battistoni 
(1998), the Feinstein Institute for Public Service and the subsequent creation of new 
academic majors and minors in public and community service at Providence College changed 
the collegiate culture.  Providence College‘s service mission is focused on social justice, 
understanding human diversity, and engaged citizenship.  The institutional service 
framework consists of a director for the Feinstein Institute who collaborates with faculty and 
with the cocurricular service initiatives through the college‘s chaplain.  The Feinstein 
Institute offers faculty development grants, student scholarships, support and funding for 
service-learning courses, as well as providing general guidance to the interdisciplinary public 
and community service major and minor (Battistoni, 1998).  
Theoretical and Conceptual Frameworks 
 There was one theoretical framework and two conceptual frameworks used in this 
study.  The different frameworks are described in this section. 
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Kolb’s Theory of Experiential Learning 
Because service participation is a form of experiential learning, Kolb‘s (1984) theory 
of experiential learning provided the theoretical framework for this study.  This theoretical 
model draws on the work of John Dewey, Kurt Lewin, and Jean Piaget.  The theory provides 
a framework for examining the connections among education, life experiences, and 
individual development.  Although sometimes known better for the introduction of learning 
styles, Kolb‘s theory of experiential learning has as its foundation a four-stage cycle of 
learning, also known as Kolb‘s cycle of learning.  The four-stage learning cycle consists of a 
concrete experience, followed by reflective observation, followed by abstract 
conceptualization, and finalized by active experimentation.  A student involved in 
experiential learning actively engages in a learning experience, contemplates or reflects on 
that experience from a variety of perspectives, formulates ideas and integrates those ideas 
into his or her own self and world concept, and then incorporates and acts on those new ideas 
(Evans et al., 2010).   
According to Kolb (1984), experiential learning theory is ―a holistic integrative 
perspective on learning that combines experience, perception, cognition, and behavior‖ (p. 
21).  Kolb‘s definition of learning is the ―process whereby knowledge is created through the 
transformation of experience‖ (p. 38).  Kolb‘s theory of experiential learning culminates in 
an integrated model of experiential learning with the following characteristics: 
1. Learning is best conceived as a process, not in terms of outcomes. 
2. Learning is a continuous process grounded in experience. 
3. The process of learning requires the resolution of conflicts between dialectically 
opposed modes of adaptation to the world. 
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4. Learning is a holistic process of adaptation to the world 
5. Learning involves transactions between the person and the environment. 
6. Learning is the process of creating knowledge (pp. 26–36). 
Kolb‘s (1984) theory of experiential learning is central to service participation, 
especially service-learning, because the service experience provides students with multiple 
opportunities to move through the Kolb‘s cycle of learning.  The student engages in an active 
learning experience and has the opportunity (in a service-learning experience) to reflect on 
that experience prior to the conceptualization phase. 
Astin’s I–E–O Conceptual Framework 
One of the conceptual frameworks of this study is based on Astin‘s (1991) input–
environment–outcomes (I–E–O) model of student impact.  This model comprises inputs, 
environmental factors, and outcomes, with inputs and outcomes being student characteristics 
at different points of time and environment being the intervening forces and experiences.  
The ―I‖ in Astin‘s (1991) theory refers to inputs or the characteristics, traits, knowledge or 
experiences students brings with them to their environment; the ―E‖ is the environment itself 
or the student‘s experience within the environment; and the ―O‖ is the outcomes or results of 
the student‘s interaction with the environment and the skills, talents, or knowledge the 
student gained as a result of that environmental interaction.  The I–E–O model allows the 
researcher to examine which factors of the environment impacts multicultural competency 
development outcomes.  
Inputs, environments, and outcomes are not automatically or intrinsically assigned; 
they depend on the context of the study.  Astin‘s (1991) I–E–O model is presented in Figure 
2.1.  As can be seen in this model, there are arrows between inputs and environment (A),  
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Figure 2.1. Astin‘s (1991) input–environment–outcome model. 
 
environment and outputs (B), and inputs and outputs (C).  There is a relationship between 
each of these, and it is important to take into account both inputs and the environment when 
looking at outcomes.  Inputs influence outcomes in two ways: They impact outcomes both 
directly and indirectly through influencing the environment (Thurmond & Popkess-Vawter, 
2003, p. 2). 
Astin (1991) stated that often assessment and evaluation in the field of education 
focuses on the relationship between environmental factors and outcomes.  He argued that 
student inputs should also be accounted for, stating that ―the basic purpose of the I–E–O 
design is to allow us to correct or adjust for such input differences in order to get a less 
biased estimate of the comparative effects of different environments and outputs‖ (p. 19).  
The I–E–O model enables assessment of students at two different time points (inputs and 
outcomes), enabling the researcher to better understand the effect of the environment on the 
outcomes. 
The most important component of this model is the environmental component of the 
model.  It is the environmental factors that educators develop and have some control over 
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with the goal of helping students reach the outcomes (Astin, 1991).  The environmental 
factors also are the most difficult to assess.  According to Astin (1991), the primary purpose 
of research is ―to learn as much as possible about how to structure educational environments‖ 
(p. 18) in order to maximize students‘ outcomes and development.  Focusing on the inputs 
and the outcomes alone is limiting because it does not account for what forces or 
environmental factors contributed to the outcomes.  Environmental variables are sometimes 
within the control of educators and sometimes outside their control.  For those environmental 
factors that educators can control, knowing the impact of that environmental factor can 
influence educators‘ decisions to use this information as a way to improve the learning 
environment, ideally enhancing student outcomes. 
This study used the I–E–O model as a conceptual framework of the study by focusing 
on the relationship between certain environmental factors on the output of college student 
multicultural development.  Environmental and input variables can be considered 
independent variables; the outcome variables are considered dependent variables (Astin, 
1968, 1991).  The independent input variables for this study are students‘ self-identified 
gender, race/ethnicity, academic major, educational performance, parents‘ educational 
attainment, and family socioeconomic status.  The independent environmental variables for 
this study are service participation, faculty interaction, social integration, and racial/ethnic 
interactions experienced during the students‘ college years.  Institutional demographics, such 
as type of institution, the institution‘s religious affiliation, and location and size of the 
institution are exogenous or demographic variables (Creswell, 2009).  As it relates to this 
study, the conceptual framework of Astin‘s (1991) I–E–O theory led the researcher to expect 
the students‘ independent background characteristics or variables, in conjunction with the 
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students‘ independent college environmental experiences, to influence the dependent 
outcome variable of self-reported multicultural competency.  
The I–E–O model often is used in educational research to assess the effect of the 
environment on various outputs.  In What Matters in College, Astin (1993) used the I–E–O 
framework to assess a variety of cognitive and affective outcomes.  The study was conducted 
using CIRP data from 1985 with a follow-up survey in 1989 of approximately 25,000 
undergraduate college students.  For inputs, it used a number of demographic and pretest 
measures, such as race/ethnicity, parental occupation and income, gender, age, marital status, 
citizenship, and religious preference.  Input variables also included students‘ initial 
predictions or expectations about their future, such as career choice and degree attainment.  
There were 192 environmental variables.  One of the findings of the study was that cultural 
awareness development was positively affected not only by faculty diversity and the value an 
institution placed on diversity but also by engaging with people from different racial or 
ethnic groups and in activities and courses that promoted cultural awareness. 
Longerbeam (2005) conducted a study examining the impact of living-learning 
programs and other environmental factors on students‘ perceptions of growth in openness to 
diversity.  Inputs used in the study included gender, race/ethnicity, and SAT/ ACT scores.  
The environmental factors used in the study included composite measures of positive 
diversity environment, residence hall climate, academic and cocurricular involvement, and 
peer interaction.  The outcomes of critical thinking, sense of civic engagement, sense of civic 
empowerment, and openness to diversity were used in the study, all of which relate to the 
broad outcome of multicultural competency development.  Other similar studies also used the 
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I–E–O model to assess the effect of the environment on various outputs (Haber, 2006; Sax, 
Bryant, & Gilmartin, 2002; Zhao, 1999).  
Multicultural Competency 
Multicultural competency is a conceptual framework first articulated by D. W. Sue et 
al. (1982).  The tripartite mode of multicultural competency consists of: (a) awareness and 
sensitivity to one‘s own cultural heritage and valuing and respecting differences; (b) 
knowledge of the history, experiences, and cultural values of various racial/ethnic groups; 
and (c) the skill to respond appropriately, both verbally and nonverbally (Pope et al., 2004; 
D. W. Sue et al., 1982).  According to Metzger, Nadkarni, and Cornish (2010), multicultural 
competency can be a ―fixed-goal‖ (p. 5) outcome resulting in acquisition of multicultural 
competency as demonstrated through behavior.  This approach to multicultural competency 
is very useful in the development of learning outcomes.  Multicultural competency can also 
be a continuous process requiring continuous individual reflection, acquisition, engagement, 
and change.  Awareness requires that the individual have an acute self-awareness and an 
ability to overcome his or her own biases or prejudices.  Knowledge includes information, 
definition, and history of the specific diverse population being studied.  Skill represents the 
ability to respond appropriately given the context, the situation, the individuals involved, and 
the cultures or diversity represented.  In counseling, multicultural competency encompasses a 
wide spectrum of diversity including, age, disability, ethnicity, immigration, language, men, 
multiracial individuals, race, sexual orientation, size, social class, spirituality/religion, 
transsexual/intersex/transgender identity, White identity/privilege, and women (Metzger et 
al., 2010; D. W. Sue, Bingham, Porche-Burke, & Vasquez, 1999; S. Sue, 1998).  
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Multicultural competency also can be viewed systemically by considering the influence of 
family, community, and history as well as the individual (Hays & McLeod, 2010).   
Four studies were found that used the concept of multiculturalism or a similar model 
and also used a similar methodology.  Saenz, Ngai, and Hurtado (2007) conducted a 
longitudinal study consisting of 4,757 incoming students at nine public universities as part of 
the Preparing Students for a Diverse Democracy Project, examining activities and their 
relationship to cross-cultural interaction and competency.  This project also included a 
follow-up survey administered at the end of the students‘ sophomore year.  Although White 
students represented a larger proportion than did Black, Latino, or Asian students, they 
reported the lowest level of positive interactions across race.  However, it was noted that at 
institutions with more diverse student populations, students have more cross-cultural 
interactions and more positive cross-cultural interactions.  Cheng and Zhao (2006) explored 
undergraduate student participation in selected college organizations and activities and 
multicultural competency development.  Approximately 2,900 students participated in a 
survey in which they self-identified their level of multicultural competency development and 
their involvement in college organizations, specifically political groups, social action groups, 
cultural organizations, student government, and volunteer and community service groups.  
The researchers used factoral analysis to construct their multicultural competency scale.  The 
study showed that student involvement in college activities and organizations has the 
potential to contribute to their multicultural competency depending on the degree of their 
participation.  There was also a positive connection between perceptions of campus 
environment and gains on multicultural competence, although Black and male students did 
not demonstrate as much participation or multicultural competency development as did other 
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students.  Laird, Engberg, and Hurtado (2005) also conducted a study on college students‘ 
cross-cultural competency development using data compiled from the Preparing College 
Students for a Diverse Democracy study.  The focus of their survey was cross-cultural 
competency development through participation in academic courses focused on diversity 
using courses taught at a large university in the Northeast.  There were 367 college students 
in the sample.  Student enrollment in diversity courses was found to have a significant 
positive effect on the quality of student interaction and the frequency of student interaction 
with other students from different backgrounds.  A final study from Chang, Astin, and Kim 
(2004) used information from the 1994 CIRP Freshman Survey sponsored by UCLA-HERI.  
A similar survey was administered to the same sample of 9,703 students from 134 different 
4-year colleges and universities in 1998.  Using factoral analysis to define cross-racial 
interaction, the study found a positive relationship between the size and diversity of the 
institution and the frequency and satisfaction with cross-racial interaction.  Other factors, 
such as living on campus and working part time, also contribute to the frequency of and 
satisfaction with cross-racial interactions. 
Conclusion 
 College student service participation in higher education has enjoyed a rich history 
and is currently in the midst of a resurgence that has the potential to truly transform higher 
education as we know it.  Not only has the philosophy of service-learning drawn upon one of 
the major tenets of higher education, civic education for civic leadership, it also offers a 
model of active and reflective learning that transcends disciplinary lines as well as the 
curricular/cocurricular divide.  This literature review has provided a general overview of the 
history of service in institutions of higher education, the impact of service participation on 
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college students, and the different ways that service has been organized and institutionalized 
in higher education with distinct sections on how service participation impacts multicultural 
development in college students and service programs at small secular and nonsecular 
institutions.  Unfortunately, the researcher was unable to find literature involving sectarian 
and nonsectarian institution comparative studies.  Also included was a review of the literature 
on Kolb‘s (1984) theory of experiential learning, the theoretical framework for this study.  
Finally, a review of the literature on the conceptual frameworks for this study, Astin‘s (1991) 
I–E–O theory, and multicultural competency was included.  By providing an overview of the 
various aspects of institutionalized service programs in higher education and their impact on 
college students, one begins to comprehend the context of this study.  
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CHAPTER 3. METHODOLOGY 
This study examined the relationship between college student participation in service, 
whether it be community service, volunteerism, or service-learning, and the level that the 
students self-identify that they demonstrated multicultural competency.  This study also 
looked at what impact factors, such as gender, race/ethnicity, academic major, academic 
performance, family income, and parental education, had on the service–multicultural 
competency relationship.  Finally, the study examined the relationship between other 
collegiate experiences, such as faculty interaction, cocurricular involvement, and exposure to 
racial/cultural awareness activities, and the student‘s level of multicultural competency.  This 
study had three goals: (a) to determine whether or not participation in service has a 
significant impact on the development of multicultural competency, (b) to understand how 
background factors and experience impact the participation in service and the level of 
multicultural competency achieved, and (c) to understand how service participation compares 
to other collegiate environmental experiences in the development of self-identified 
multicultural competency.  The participating institutions were limited to 4-year, private, 
baccalaureate, sectarian and nonsectarian institutions because of the dearth of research on 
private institutions and because of baccalaureate institutions‘ focus on the undergraduate 
experience. 
In order to understand the impact of service on multicultural competency 
development in the context of other collegiate experiences, the following research questions 
guided this study:  
1. What are the demographic characteristics of the undergraduate students from 
private, 4-year, sectarian and nonsectarian higher education institutions who 
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responded to both the 2003 Freshman Survey and the 2006–2007 College Senior 
Survey?  How do student demographic characteristics differ between the sectarian 
and the nonsectarian institutions included in the study?  
2. Is there a statistically significant difference between students attending sectarian 
and nonsectarian institutions when examining the environmental independent 
variables of service participation, faculty interaction, cocurricular involvement, 
and exposure to racial/cultural awareness activities as well the dependent variable 
of multicultural competency?  
3. What are the unique effects of gender, race/ethnicity, academic major, academic 
performance, family income, and parental education on the level of self-identified 
multicultural competency in college graduates?  What are the unique effects of 
participation in service, faculty interaction, cocurricular involvement, and 
exposure to racial/cultural awareness activities on the level of self-identified 
multicultural competency in college graduates?  How do these factors differ 
between sectarian and nonsectarian private institutions? 
The data for this study were drawn from the CIRP 2003 Freshman Survey and the 
2006–2007 College Senior Survey sponsored by UCLA‘s HERI (2011a, 2011b.  The sample 
for the study consisted of students at private, 4-year, sectarian and nonsectarian higher 
education institutions who responded to both the 2003 Freshman Survey and the 2006–2007 
College Senior Survey.  Hierarchical multiple regression was the primary statistical tool used 
in this study.  Figure 3.1 illustrates the hierarchical regression model for this study.  The 
model demonstrates the influence of personal characteristics and environmental experiences 
on the development of self-identified multicultural competency. 
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Figure 3.1. Variables to be used in hierarchical multiple regression. 
 
Hypotheses 
In quantitative research, hypotheses are often used in studies in which researchers 
compare groups, data, or variables.  Hypotheses are especially useful in dissertations or 
theses to articulate the direction the study will take.  Traditionally, null hypotheses are more 
often used in quantitative research to make the prediction that, in the general population, 
there is no relationship between the groups, data, or variables being studied (Creswell, 2009).  
For this study, the following null hypotheses were tested for each research question 
addressed in this study.  A rationale for each hypothesis also is included below.  Research 
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question #1 does not have an associated null hypothesis because it involves the use of 
descriptive statistics to show the characteristics of the sample being studied. 
Hypothesis 1: Service participation will not predict or significantly impact the level of self-
identified multicultural competency in college graduates. 
 This study sought to disprove the notion that participation in service, whether 
community service, volunteerism, or service-learning, does not result in a more 
comprehensive understanding and appreciation of human diversity.  Previous research has 
shown that participation in service, especially service-learning, resulted in an increased 
student awareness of the world around them beyond issues of racial, ethnic, and gender 
differences and involving socioeconomic status, age, geographic, sexual orientation, and 
physical and mental abilities as well (Astin et al., 2000; Jacoby, 1996; Stanton et al., 1999).  
However, concerns that participation in service might strengthen rather than diminish 
students‘ negative stereotypes by reinforcing concepts of power, privilege, and paternalism 
have been a part of service and service-learning initiatives in higher education since their 
inception (Jacoby, 1996; O‘Grady, 2000; Stanton et al., 1999).  O‘Grady (2000) believed 
that, without a solid theoretical foundation in multicultural education, service and service-
learning can actually reinforce and perpetuate racist, sexist, or classist assumptions of others.  
This potential outcome is a special concern for White students engaged in service, often in 
diverse communities, who do not understand the social dynamics of power and privilege. 
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Hypothesis 2: Factors, such as gender, race/ethnicity, academic major, academic 
performance, family income, and parental education, do not result in any variation of 
the level of self-identified multicultural competency in college graduates. 
This study sought to disprove the notion that students‘ background or characteristics 
(gender, ethnicity, and socioeconomic status) do not have an impact on their multicultural 
competency development.  Previous research has shown that such factors as gender, 
ethnicity, and academic major and socioeconomic status do have an impact on service 
participation (Astin et al., 2000; Berthiaume, 1999; Blackwell, 1996; Foster-Bey, 2008; 
Horn, Premo, & MPR Associates, 1995; Hyman & Levine, 2008; Mandell, 1995; 
Rosenbaum, 1997; Smedick, 1996; Zawacki, 1997).  Given the research on the impact of 
service participation on multicultural competency, it would be logical to assume that the 
researcher would find that certain characteristics or factors of the sample may result in 
variations in the level of multicultural competency achieved. 
Hypothesis 3: Variables, such as participation in service, faculty interaction, cocurricular 
involvement, and exposure to racial/cultural awareness activities, do not have any 
unique effects on the level of multicultural competency in college graduates. 
This study sought to disprove the notion that students‘ collegiate experiences do not 
have an impact on their self-identified multicultural competency development.  Previous 
research, particularly the HERI mixed methods study comparing the effects of service-
learning on the cognitive and affective development of college undergraduates (Astin et al., 
2000), found that undergraduate service participation showed significant positive effects in 
areas of value development, self-efficacy, leadership development, choice of service career, 
plans to participate in service after college, and an increased student awareness of the world 
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around them.  Similar studies by Cheng and Zhao (2006) and Villalpano (2002) focusing on 
the impact of student involvement in student activities and multicultural competency 
development also found that cocurricular involvement, especially exposure to racial/cultural 
awareness activities, increased the level of multicultural competency. 
Hypothesis 4: There is no difference in outcomes between students attending sectarian and 
nonsectarian private institutions. 
 This study sought to disprove the notion that all small, private, 4-year institutions of 
higher education have a similar impact on the lives of their students.  Research has shown 
that small, private, 4-year institutions can create conditions, including opportunities for 
faculty–student interaction and institutional social engagement, that have a significant impact 
on their students‘ cognitive and affective development (Kuh, Kinzie, Schuh, Whitt, & 
Associates, 2005; Kuh et al., 1991;).  When looking specifically at service, private, 4-year 
institutions have a higher percentage of students who participate in service (58.7%) than do 
public, 4-year institutions (49.9%; National Center for Education Statistics, 2010).  Sigmon 
(1997) believed that small, private liberal arts institutions were a perfect environment for 
linking service with learning because of the nature of liberal arts education.  Schaffer (2004) 
held that service participation by college students at Christian colleges was essential to 
―bringing our mission to life‖ (p. 127).  By examining sectarian and nonsectarian small, 
private, 4-year institutions, it was hoped that this study would uncover how the mission or 
nature of the institution impacts the student experience (service participation, faculty 
interaction, social dimension, and exposure to racial/ethnic opportunities) and, ultimately, 
students‘ multicultural competency. 
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Research Design 
This study, emphasizing the need to identify and assess how different causes can 
influence outcomes, was firmly rooted in the postpositivistic approach to research.  
According to postpositivists, knowledge is conjectural, never absolute, and must constantly 
be empirically tested and redefined.  Postpositivists use the empirical observation and 
measurement of data through quantitative analysis to test, verify, and refine different laws or 
theories.  Postpositivistic research is the process of making claims or hypotheses, testing 
those claims through quantitative analysis of data, then rejecting or failing to reject the tested 
hypothesis (Creswell, 2009; Creswell & Clark, 2007).  
Survey Design 
This quantitative study used a survey design.  Survey design was chosen for this 
study because of the ability to generalize the results from a sample of students to the 
population of students at private, 4-year, sectarian and nonsectarian higher education 
institutions so that inferences can be made about the characteristics, attitudes, and 
experiences of the population (Creswell, 2009).  The two surveys used were the CIRP 2003 
Freshman Survey and the 2006–2007 College Senior Survey sponsored by UCLA‘s HERI 
(2011a, 2011b.  These two surveys were chosen because of their proven reliability and 
validity.  The CIRP Freshman Survey alone has collected data on over 13 million students at 
over 1,900 institutions during its 44-year history (HERI, 2011a).  The two surveys also 
offered the opportunity of implementing a longitudinal study.  The students in the sample set 
completed both the 2003 Freshman Survey and the 2006–2007 College Senior Survey, 
allowing for a collection of similar data at the beginning and at the end of their collegiate 
experience (Creswell, 2009).  
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Population and Sample 
The population for this study was students at private, 4-year, sectarian and 
nonsectarian higher education institutions.  The sample for the study consisted of students at 
private, 4-year, sectarian and nonsectarian higher education institutions who completed both 
the 2003 Freshman Survey and the 2006–2007 College Senior Survey.  The study examined 
the responses of 9,849 students from 77 institutions.  Twenty-eight nonsectarian institutions 
with a total of 5,245 student responses were represented.  There also were 49 sectarian 
institutions included representing 4,604 student responses.  The information about this 
sample came from data acquired from the CIRP 2003 Freshman Survey and the 2006–2007 
College Senior Survey sponsored by UCLA‘s HERI (2011a, 2011b).  Because this was a 
longitudinal study, the sample consisted of only those students who responded to both the 
2003 Freshman Survey and the 2006–2007 College Senior Survey.  The researcher gained 
access to the data from the sample set after gaining approval from HERI.  See Appendix A 
for the letter of approval from HERI and the Institutional Research Board approval from 
Iowa State University. 
Instrumentation 
 Two survey instruments were used in this study in order to obtain the information 
necessary to answer the research questions and to provide a longitudinal perspective to the 
study. 
Freshman Survey 
The CIRP Freshman Survey has been administered by UCLA‘s HERI since 1966.  
Designed to provide comprehensive information on incoming first-year students, the survey 
consists of 40 questions over a wide range of student characteristics, such as parental income 
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and education; ethnicity and other demographic items; financial aid; high school achievement 
and activities; educational and career plans; and values, attitudes, and beliefs.  Participating 
institutions can also add 21 institution-specific questions.  The questions on the survey are all 
answered using a rating scale or a categorical scale.  In Fall 2010, approximately 700 two-
year colleges, 4-year colleges and universities administered the Freshman Survey to over 
400,000 entering students during orientation or registration.  The CIRP Freshman Survey is 
the largest American study of higher education (HERI, 2011a).  See Appendix B for the 2003 
Freshman Survey.  
College Senior Survey 
Also developed by the UCLA‘s HERI and administered through CIRP, the College 
Senior Survey focuses on a broad range of students‘ college outcomes and postcollege plans, 
including academic achievement and engagement, cognitive and affective development, 
student values and attitudes, and satisfaction with the college experience.  It can also assess 
the impact of service-learning, leadership development, and student–faculty interactions.  
The College Senior Survey can be used as a stand-alone instrument but also can yield useful 
longitudinal data on college students‘ development when used as an ―exit‖ survey in 
conjunction with the CIRP Freshman Survey.  The survey is conducted typically from 
November through June to account for both December and May/June graduates.  There are 
34 questions on the College Senior Survey, many of which align with similar questions on 
the Freshman Survey.  Participating institutions can add up to 25 additional institution-
specific questions.  The questions on the survey are all answered using a rating scale or a 
categorical scale (HERI, 2011b).  See Appendix C for the 2006–2007 College Senior Survey. 
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Variables 
 There was one dependent variable and 10 categories of independent variables used in 
this study.  The dependent and independent variables are described in this section. 
Dependent Variable  
 The dependent variable, multicultural competency, was based on student perceptions 
of their own multicultural competency development.  The dependent variable is described 
below. 
Multicultural competency. The dependent variable used in this study, multicultural 
competency, was a compilation of students‘ responses from several questions asked on both 
the 2003 Freshman Survey and the 2006–2007 College Senior Survey.  These questions were 
chosen because they best address the three components of multicultural competency: 
awareness, knowledge, and skills (Pope et al., 2004; D. W. Sue et al., 1982).  There were 
seven questions selected that address multicultural competency.  Three were asked on both 
the 2003 Freshman Survey and the 2006–2007 College Senior Survey, giving the researcher 
the opportunity to examine change over time.  There were four additional questions asked on 
the 2006–2007 College Senior Survey that added to the information on multicultural 
competency development by specifically addressing additional growth in the areas of 
multicultural awareness, knowledge, and skills.  See Table 3.1 for the questions used to 
determine the dependent variable, multicultural competency.  Given similar studies using 
multiple regression in which a conceptual framework was used to create the dependent 
variable, an exploratory factor analysis was conducted to see if the components of the 
conceptual framework were also the result of the factor analysis thereby verifying the  
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Table 3.1  
Components of the Dependent Variable Multicultural Competency 
Component Question Survey
a
 Coding/scale 
Research 
question # 
Awareness Compared with when your first entered this 
college, how would you now describe your 
understanding of the social problems facing our 
nation? 
CSS 
5-point scale 
1 = Much weaker 
5 = Much stronger 
2, 3 
 
Indicate the importance to you personally of . . . 
helping to promote racial understanding 
TFS 
4-point scale 
1 = Not important 
4 = Essential 
2 
 
Indicate the importance to you personally of . . . 
helping to promote racial understanding 
CSS 
4-point scale 
1 = Not important 
4 = Essential 
2, 3 
 
Indicate the importance to you personally of . . . 
improving my understanding of other countries 
and cultures. 
TFS 
4-point scale 
1 = Not important, 
4 = Essential 
2 
 
Indicate the importance to you personally of . . . 
improving my understanding of other countries 
and cultures. 
CSS 
4-point scale 
1 = Not important, 
4 = Essential 
2,3 
 
Racial discrimination is no longer a major 
problem in America. 
TFS 
4-point scale 
1 = Disagree 
strongly  
4 = Agree strongly 
2 
 
Racial discrimination is no longer a major 
problem in America. 
CSS 
4-point scale* 
1 = Disagree 
strongly 
4 = Agree strongly 
2,3 
Knowledge Compared with when your first entered this 
college, how would you now describe your 
knowledge of people from different 
races/cultures? 
CSS 
5-point scale 
1 = Much weaker 
5 = Much stronger 
2, 3 
Skills Compared with when your first entered this 
college, how would you now describe your 
ability to get along with people of different 
races/cultures 
CSS 
5-point scale 
1 = Much weaker, 
5 = Much stronger 
2, 3 
 
When thinking about your career path after 
college, how important are the following 
considerations . . . work for social change. 
CSS 
4-point scale 
1 = Not important, 
4 = Essential 
2, 3 
a
Recoded for the hierarchical multiple regression, 1 = agree strongly to 4 = disagree strongly. 
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reliability of the variable, multicultural competency (Dey & Hurtado, 1995; Hurtado et al., 
2007; Saenz et al., 2007).   
Independent Variables  
Because this study utilized Astin‘s (1991) I–E–O conceptual framework, there were 
two sets of independent variables analyzed for this study, one set of independent variables to 
examine input and another set of independent variables to examine the environment.  The 
independent input variables were used to answer research question #1, and the independent 
environment variables were used to answer research question #2.  Both sets of independent 
variables were used in the I–E–O hierarchical multiple regression models used to answer 
research question #3.  The first set of independent input variables focused on what impact 
factors, such as gender, race/ethnicity, academic major, academic performance, family 
income, and parental education, had on self-identified multicultural competency 
development.  The second set of independent environment variables focused on which 
collegiate experience was a better predictor of self-identified multicultural competency 
development, college student participation in service or other collegiate experiences, such as 
faculty interaction, cocurricular involvement, and exposure to racial/cultural awareness 
activities.  Table 3.2 presents the independent variables used for this study. 
 Gender. The independent input variables were chosen in order to gain insight into the 
demographic characteristics of the study‘s sample as well as to focus on what impact factors 
such as gender, race/ethnicity, academic major, academic performance, family income, and 
parental education had on self-identified multicultural competency development.  For 
example, gender was a useful demographic measurement.  It was interesting to compare 
service participation by gender to other research on service that has shown that females are  
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Table 3.2  
Independent Variables 
Variables Question Survey Coding/scale 
Research 
question # 
Gender Student‘s gender TFS 
Dichotomous:   
1 = male; 2 = female 
1, 3 
Race/ethnicity Student race/ethnicity TFS 
7-point scale 
1 = American Indian;  
9 = Two of more 
race/ethnicity 
1,3 
Major Student‘s academic major CSS 
16-point scale 
1 = Agriculture;  
16 = Undecided 
1, 3 
 
Student‘s career aspirations CSS 
20-point scale 
1 = Art; 20 = Undecided 
1 
Educational 
performance 
Overall GPA CSS 
8-point scale 
1 = D; 8 = A or A+ 
1, 3 
 
Major GPA CSS 
8-point scale 
1 = D; 8 = A or A+ 
1 
 
Highest degree aspired to CSS 
10-point scale 
1 = None; 10 = Other 
1,3 
Parent 
educational 
attainment 
Father‘s education TFS 
8-point scale 
1 = Grammar school or 
less; 8 = graduate degree 
1, 3 
 
Mother‘s education TFS 
8-point scale 
1 = Grammar school or 
less; 8 = graduate degree 
1,3 
 
Father‘s career TFS 
22-point scale 
1 = Artist;  
22 = Other occupation 
1 
 
Mother‘s career TFS 
22-point scale 
1 = Artist;  
22 = Other occupation 
1 
Socioeconomic 
status 
Parent‘s income level TFS 
13-point scale 
1 = Less than $10,000; 
13 = $200,000 or more 
1,3 
Service 
participation 
Did your high school require 
community service for graduation? 
TFS 
Dichotomous:   
1 = No; 2 = Yes 
2, 3 
 
High school volunteer work TFS 
3-point scale 
1 = Not at all;  
3 = Frequently 
2, 3 
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Table 3.2 (continued)  
Variables Question Survey Coding/scale 
Research 
question # 
 
High school service-learning class TFS 
3-point scale 
1 = Not at all;  
3 = Frequently 
2, 3 
 
Student‘s volunteer hours in high 
school 
TFS 
8-point scale 
1 = None; 8 = Over 20 
2, 3 
 
Precollege intention to participate 
in volunteer or service 
TFS 
4-point scale 
1 = No chance;  
4 = Very good chance 
2, 3 
 
College – performed volunteer 
work 
CSS 
3-point scale 
1 = Not at all;  
3 = Frequently 
2, 3 
 
Service-learning course in college CSS 
3-point scale 
1 = Not at all;  
3 = Frequently 
2, 3 
 
Student‘s volunteer hours in 
college 
CSS 
8-point scale 
1 = None; 8 = Over 20 
2, 3 
Faculty 
interaction 
High school – was a guest in a 
teacher‘s home 
TFS 
3-point scale 
1 = Not at all;  
3 = Frequently 
2, 3 
 
High school – asked a teacher for 
advice after class 
TFS 
3-point scale 
1 = Not at all;  
3 = Frequently 
2, 3 
 
High school – hours talking with 
teachers outside of class 
TFS 
8-point scale 
1 = None; 8 = Over 20 
2, 3 
 
Precollege intention to 
communicate regularly with 
professors 
TFS 
4-point scale 
1 = No chance;  
4 = Very good chance 
2, 3 
 
College – have been a guest in a 
professor‘s home 
CSS 
3-point scale 
1 = Not at all;  
3 = Frequently 
2, 3 
 
College – asked a professor for 
advice outside of class 
CSS 
3-point scale 
1 = Not at all;  
3 = Frequently 
2, 3 
 
College - challenged a professor‘s 
ideas in class 
CSS 
3-point scale 
1 = Not at all;  
3 = Frequently 
2, 3 
 
College – hours talking with 
faculty during office hours 
CSS 
8-point scale 
1 = None; 8 = Over 20 
2, 3 
 
College – hours talking with 
faculty outside of class or office 
hours 
CSS 
8-point scale 
1 = None; 8 = Over 20 
2, 3 
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Table 3.2 (continued)  
Variables Question Survey Coding/scale 
Research 
question # 
 
College – faculty encouragement 
to pursue graduate/professional 
study 
CSS 
3-point scale 
1 = Not at all;  
3 = Frequently 
2, 3 
 
College – opportunity to work with 
faculty on a research project 
CSS 
3-point scale 
1 = Not at all;  
3 = Frequently 
2, 3 
 
College – advice and guidance 
from faculty about educational 
program 
CSS 
3-point scale 
1 = Not at all;  
3 = Frequently 
2, 3 
 
College – emotional support and 
encouragement from faculty 
CSS 
3-point scale 
1 = Not at all;  
3 = Frequently 
2, 3 
 
College – letter of 
recommendation from faculty 
CSS 
3-point scale 
1 = Not at all;  
3 = Frequently 
2, 3 
 
College – faculty help to improve 
study skills 
CSS 
3-point scale 
1 = Not at all;  
3 = Frequently 
2, 3 
 
College – faculty feedback on 
academic work (outside of grades) 
CSS 
3-point scale 
1 = Not at all; 
3 = Frequently 
2, 3 
 
College – intellectual challenge 
and stimulation from faculty 
CSS 
3-point scale 
1 = Not at all;  
3 = Frequently 
2, 3 
 
College – opportunity to discuss 
coursework outside of class with 
faculty 
CSS 
3-point scale 
1 = Not at all;  
3 = Frequently 
2, 3 
 
College – faculty help in achieving 
professional goals 
CSS 
3-point scale 
1 = Not at all;  
3 = Frequently 
2, 3 
 
College – opportunity to apply 
classroom learning to ―real-life‖ 
issues 
CSS 
3-point scale 
1 = Not at all;  
3 = Frequently 
2, 3 
Social 
interaction 
High school – Hours in athletics or 
exercise 
TFS 
8-point scale 
1 = None; 8 = Over 20 
2, 3 
 
High school – hours in student 
clubs/groups 
TFS 
8-point scale 
1 = None; 8 = Over 20 
2, 3 
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Table 3.2 (continued)  
Variables Question Survey Coding/scale 
Research 
question # 
 
Precollege intention to participate 
in student government 
TFS 
4-point scale 
1 = No chance;  
4 = Very good chance 
2, 3 
 
Precollege intention to join a social 
fraternity or sorority 
TFS 
4-point scale 
1 = No chance;  
4 = Very good chance 
2, 3 
 
Precollege intention to play 
varsity/intercollegiate athletics 
TFS 
4-point scale 
1 = No chance;  
4 = Very good chance 
2, 3 
 
Precollege intention to participate 
in student clubs/groups 
TFS 
4-point scale 
1 = No chance;  
4 = Very good chance 
2, 3 
 
College – participated in 
intramural sports 
CSS 
3-point scale 
1 = Not at all;  
3 = Frequently 
2, 3 
 
College – joined a social fraternity 
or sorority 
CSS 
Dichotomous 
1 = No; 2 = Yes 
2, 3 
 
College – participated in student 
government 
CSS 
Dichotomous   
1 = No; 2 = Yes 
2, 3 
 
College – played 
varsity/intercollegiate athletics 
CSS 
Dichotomous:   
1 = No; 2 = Yes 
2, 3 
 
College – participated in 
leadership training 
CSS 
Dichotomous:   
1 = No; 2 = Yes 
2, 3 
 
College – hours in student 
clubs/groups 
CSS 
8-point scale 
1 = None; 8 = Over 20 
2, 3 
 
College – hours in 
exercising/playing sports 
CSS 
8-point scale 
1 = None; 8 = Over 20 
2, 3 
Racial/ethnic 
interactions 
High school – socialized with 
someone of another racial/ethnic 
group 
TFS 
3-point scale 
1 = Not at all;  
3 = Frequently 
2, 3 
 
Precollege intention to socialize 
with someone of another 
racial/ethnic group 
TFS 
4-point scale 
1 = No chance;  
4 = Very good chance 
2, 3 
 
College – taken an ethnic studies 
course 
CSS 
Dichotomous:  
1 = No; 2 = Yes 
2, 3 
 
College – attended a racial/cultural 
awareness workshop 
CSS 
Dichotomous:   
1 = No; 2 = Yes 
2, 3 
 
College – had a roommate of 
different race/ethnicity 
CSS 
Dichotomous:   
1 = No; 2 = Yes 
2, 3 
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Table 3.2 (continued)  
Variables Question Survey Coding/scale 
Research 
question # 
 
College - – socialized with 
someone of another racial/ethnic 
group 
CSS 
3-point scale 
1 = Not at all; 
3 = Frequently 
2,3 
 
College – participated in an 
ethnic/racial student organization 
CSS 
Dichotomous:   
1 = No; 2 = Yes 
2, 3 
 
College - extent to which you have 
interaction with students from each 
of the following groups: 
White/Caucasian 
CSS 
5-point scale 
1 = Never;  
5 = Very often 
2, 3 
 
College - extent to which you have 
interaction with students from each 
of the following groups: African 
American/Black 
CSS 
5-point scale 
1 = Never;  
5 = Very often 
2, 3 
 
College - extent to which you have 
interaction with students from each 
of the following groups: American 
Indian/Alaska Native 
CSS 
5-point scale 
1 = Never;  
5 = Very often 
2, 3 
 
College - extent to which you have 
interaction with students from each 
of the following groups: Asian 
American/ Asian/Pacific Islander 
CSS 
5-point scale 
1 = Never;  
5 = Very often 
2, 3 
 
College - extent to which you have 
interaction with students from each 
of the following groups: 
Hispanic/Latino 
CSS 
5-point scale 
1 = Never;  
5 = Very often 
2, 3 
 
College - extent to which you have 
interaction with students from each 
of the following groups: Students 
from outside the United States 
CSS 
5-point scale 
1 = Never;  
5 = Very often 
2, 3 
 
College - extent to which you have 
interaction with students from each 
of the following groups: Students 
from a different religion than 
yourself 
CSS 
5-point scale 
1 = Never;  
5 = Very often 
2, 3 
 
College - extent to which you have 
interaction with students from each 
of the following groups: Student 
from a different economic 
background 
CSS 
5-point scale 
1 = Never;  
5 = Very often 
2, 3 
 
College – extent of experiences 
with students from a different 
racial/ethnic group other than own: 
Dining or shared a meal 
CSS 
5-point scale 
1 = Never;  
5 = Very often 
2, 3 
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Table 3.2 (continued)  
Variables Question Survey Coding/scale 
Research 
question # 
 
College – extent of experiences 
with students from a different 
racial/ethnic group other than own: 
Had meaningful and honest 
discussions about race/ethnic 
relations outside of class 
CSS 
5-point scale 
1 = Never;  
5 = Very often 
2, 3 
 
College – extent of experiences 
with students from a different 
racial/ethnic group other than own: 
had guarded interactions 
CSS 
5-point scale 
1 = Never;  
5 = Very often 
2, 3 
 
College – extent of experiences 
with students from a different 
racial/ethnic group other than own: 
shared personal feelings and 
problems 
CSS 
5-point scale 
1 = Never;  
5 = Very often 
2, 3 
 
College – extent of experiences 
with students from a different 
racial/ethnic group other than own: 
had tense, somewhat hostile 
interactions 
CSS 
5-point scale 
1 = Never;  
5 = Very often 
2, 3 
 
College – extent of experiences 
with students from a different 
racial/ethnic group other than own: 
had intellectual discussions outside 
of class 
CSS 
5-point scale 
1 = Never;  
5 = Very often 
2, 3 
 
College – extent of experiences 
with students from a different 
racial/ethnic group other than own: 
Felt insulted or threatened because 
of your race/ethnicity 
CSS 
5-point scale 
1 = Never;  
5 = Very often 
2, 3 
 
College – extent of experiences 
with students from a different 
racial/ethnic group other than own: 
studied or prepared for class 
CSS 
5-point scale 
1 = Never;  
5 = Very often 
2, 3 
 
College – extent of experiences 
with students from a different 
racial/ethnic group other than own: 
socialized or partied 
CSS 
5-point scale 
1 = Never;  
5 = Very often 
2, 3 
 
College – extent of experiences 
with students from a different 
racial/ethnic group other than own: 
attended events sponsored by other 
racial/ethnic group 
CSS 
5-point scale 
1 = Never;  
5 = Very often 
2,3 
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more apt to participate than are males (Astin et al., 2000; Berthiaume, 1999; Blackwell, 
1996; Horn et al., 1995; Rosenbaum, 1997; Smedick, 1996; Zawacki, 1997).  The Freshman 
Survey and the College Senior Survey allowed students to self-identify for male or female 
gender identity only, so indicators of other gender identities, such as transgender, were not 
examined as part of this study. 
Race/ethnicity. When looking at the demographic characteristics regarding 
race/ethnicity, the Freshman Survey and The College Senior Survey allowed students to self-
identify for the following racial/ethnic categories: (a) White/Caucasian, (b) African 
American/Black, (c) American Indian/Alaska Native, (d) Asian American/Asian, (e) Native 
Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, (f) Mexican American/Chicano, (g) Puerto Rican, (h) Other 
Latino/a, and (i) Other.  On the 2003 Freshman Survey, respondents could pick more than 
one ethnicity with which they identified, so an aggregated race/ethnic dataset 
(RACEGROUP) that counted single answer responses for American Indian, Asian, Black, 
Hispanic, White, and Other and then counted students who responded with more than one 
race/ethnic category as ―two or more race/ethnicity‖ was requested from HERI.  Foster-Bey 
(2008) in Do Race, Ethnicity, Citizenship, and Socio-Economic Status Determine Civic 
Engagement? (CIRCLE Working Paper #62) found that a higher percentage of 
White/Caucasian survey respondents (31.5%) engaged in volunteering compared to African 
American/Black (19.9%), Asian American/Asian (18.9%), and Hispanic (14.3%). Hyman 
and Levine (2008), in Civic Engagement and the Disadvantaged: Challenges, Opportunities 
and Recommendations (CIRCLE Working Paper #63), noted that African Americans were 
more likely to be involved in community projects or other local civic work, often through 
their community churches, but White/Caucasians tended to participate in more traditional 
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service opportunities, such as service in a soup kitchen.  White/Caucasians also tended to 
report their participation in volunteer activities more than did African Americans and 
Hispanics (Hyman & Levine, 2008).  Both CIRCLE working papers studied Americans from 
the age of 15 to 25 years (Foster-Bey, 2008; Hyman & Levine, 2008).  For the purposes of 
research question #1, the full range of the race/ethnic dataset answers were used in the 
descriptive statistics.  As will be discussed in Chapter 4, the percentage of White/Caucasian 
students in the sample was nearly 80%, so the number of racial/ethnic categories was reduced 
to two (White/Caucasian and Other race) as part of performing the hierarchical multiple 
regression needed to answer research question #3.  
Academic major choice and career aspirations. The Freshman Survey and the 
College Senior Survey gave students 86 different major options from which to choose.  The 
academic major indicated on the College Senior Survey were used in this study.  For the 
purposes of this study, HERI generated an aggregated major field indicator comprising 16 
different major fields consisting of agriculture, biological science, business, education, 
engineering, English, health professional, history or political science, humanities, fine arts, 
mathematics or statistics, physical sciences, social sciences, other technical, other 
nontechnical, and undecided.  To answer research question #1, descriptive statistics of all 16 
major fields were provided to see how the results compared with research indicating that 
students in academic departments such as Education, Social and Behavioral Sciences, 
Nursing, and Business Administration tend to be more service-learning or community service 
oriented (Mandell, 1995).  To answer research question #3, the academic majors were 
consolidated into five categories: science, business, education, humanities, and social 
sciences.  Business, education, and social sciences were selected because, according to 
77 
Campus Compact (2000), the academic majors most likely to incorporate service-learning are 
education, sociology, psychology, counseling and social works, and business and accounting 
(Rothman, 1998).  Humanities and sciences were selected because of the large number of 
students in the sample that majored in those areas. 
The Freshman Survey and the College Senior Survey also gave students 44 different 
career options from which to choose.  For the purposes of this study, HERI generated an 
aggregated career field indicator comprising 20 different career fields consisting of artist, 
business, business (clerical), clergy, college teacher, doctor (M.D. or D.D.S.), education 
(secondary), education (elementary), engineer, farmer or forester, health professional, 
homemaker (full-time), lawyer, military (career), nurse, research scientist, social welfare or 
recreation worker, skilled worker, other choice, and undecided.  Astin et al. (2000) 
consolidated CIRP career designations even further when looking at the impact of service 
participation on career plans.  Freshman career choices were grouped into two categories of 
service-related careers: medical careers (clinical psychologist, dentist, nurse, optometrist, 
physician, and therapist) and nonmedical service careers (elementary, secondary or college 
teacher, clergy, forester/conservationist, foreign service, law enforcement, school counselor, 
and principal).  Astin et al. (2000) found that participation in service resulted in a 
reaffirmation or a renewed dedication to a service-related career.  To answer research 
question #1, descriptive statistics of the 20 different career fields, including those not 
typically considered service-related were compiled and student career responses on both the 
Freshman Survey and the College Senior Survey were used.  Student responses regarding 
career options were not included when answering research questions #2 and #3. 
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Degree aspirations and academic performance. When asking students to identify the 
degree they attained by July 2007 and the highest degree to which they aspired, the Freshman 
Survey and the College Senior Survey gave students 10 different degree options to choose 
from, including: none, vocational certificate, associate‘s, bachelor‘s, master‘s, Ph.D. or 
Ed.D., M.D., D.O., D.D.S., D.V.M., L.L.B. or J.D. (law), B.D. or M.DIV .(Divinity), and 
other.  Educational aspirations was chosen as an independent variable because of the research 
literature indicating that individuals with a bachelor‘s degree or higher participate in service 
at a higher rate (48%) than do individuals with no college experience (18%) or adults with 
less than a high school diploma (10%; Foster-Bey, 2008; Hyman & Levine, 2008).  Although 
descriptive statistics for all 10 educational aspirations options were used to answer research 
question #1, the options were consolidated into three categories to answer research question 
#3: bachelor‘s, associate‘s, or technical degree; master‘s degree; and graduate or professional 
degree. 
Grade point average was also included as an independent variable because of the 
research literature indicating that college students who volunteered had higher GPAs 
(Rosenbaum, 1997; Tartter, 1996).  Grade point average information, both major GPA and 
overall GPA, was obtained from the College Senior Survey using an 8-point Likert-type scale 
ranging from A to D.  For the purposes of research question #1, the full range of answers was 
used in the descriptive statistics.  For research questions #3, the number of GPA categories 
was reduced to four:  the letter grades of A, B, C, and D. 
Parents’ educational attainment and careers. The decision to examine parents‘ 
educational attainment and careers as an independent variable was based on similar 
information and assumptions as the decision to examine a student‘s educational and career 
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aspirations.  If individuals with a bachelor‘s degree or more participate in service at a higher 
rate, then it could be possible that the parents‘ educational attainment may have an impact on 
the student‘s service participation.  The Freshman Survey allowed students to choose one of 
eight different degree options to indicate their father‘s and their mother‘s highest level of 
formal education, including grammar school or less, some high school, high school graduate, 
postsecondary school other than college, some college, college degree, some graduate school, 
and graduate degree.  Although descriptive statistics on all 10 parental educational attainment 
options were used to answer research question #1, the options were consolidated into three 
categories to answer research question #3: high school graduate or less; college degree; and 
some graduate or graduate degree. 
The Freshman Survey also gave students 46 different parent career occupations from 
which to choose.  For the purposes of this study, HERI generated an aggregated career field 
indicator consisting of 22 different career fields consisting of artist, business, clerical, clergy, 
college teacher, doctor (M.D. or D.D.S.), education (secondary), education (elementary), 
engineer, farmer or forester, health professional, homemaker, lawyer, military, nurse, 
research scientist, social worker, skilled worker, semi-skilled worker, laborer, unemployed 
and other occupation.  To answer research question #1, descriptive statistics of the 20 
different career fields, including those not typically considered service-related were compiled 
and student career responses on both the Freshman Survey and the College Senior Survey 
were used.  Student responses regarding career options were not included when answering 
research questions #2 and #3. 
Socioeconomic status. According to Foster-Bey (2008) in Do Race, Ethnicity, 
Citizenship, and Socio-Economic Status Determine Civic Engagement? (CIRCLE Working 
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Paper #62), socioeconomic status is an important predictor of the likelihood to participate in 
service and the actual participation in service, although not as important as educational level.  
Higher income families tended to participate in volunteer and community activities at a 
higher level than did middle, moderate, or low income families.  Foster-Bey‘s paper did not 
provide definitions of each income level, which precluded an accurate comparison, but the 
Freshman Survey did provide an opportunity to look at the impact of family income in more 
detail.  The Freshman Survey asked students to indicate their best estimate of their parents‘ 
income from the previous year using a 13-point Likert-type scale ranging from $0–10,000 to 
$200,000 or more.  For the purposes of research question #1, the full range of answers was 
used in the descriptive statistics.  For research question #3, the full range of answers was 
used in the hierarchical multiple regression. 
Service participation. The second set of independent variables allowed for the 
examination of the impact of the various aspects of the collegiate environment as a predictor 
for self-identified multicultural competency.  Service participation was examined through 
students‘ responses on several questions on the Freshman Survey and on the College Senior 
Survey.  The Freshman Survey asked five questions on service participation: (a) whether 
community service was required for high school graduation, (b) the frequency of volunteer 
work during high school, (c) the frequency of completing service as part of a high school 
class, (d) the average number of hours per week spent volunteering, and (e) the student‘s 
intention to participate in volunteer or service activities in college.  There were just three 
questions on the College Senior Survey regarding service participation: (a) the frequency of 
service participation during college, (b) the frequency of completing a service-learning 
course during college, and (c) the average number of hours per week spend completing 
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service.  The availability of questions regarding service participation on both the Freshman 
Survey and the College Senior Survey provided a longitudinal perspective on the impact of 
service participation on self-identified multicultural competency.  To answer research 
questions #2 and #3, an exploratory factor analysis with varimax rotation was conducted 
through SPSS to determine factor patterns with alpha reliabilities greater than .50 for college 
student service participation.   
Faculty interaction. Studies on faculty interaction and multiculturalism have typically 
focused on course content, teaching styles, the racial or ethnic makeup of the faculty, or 
perceptions of the faculty role as part of larger institutional multicultural initiatives 
(Alexander, 2007; Krishnamurthi, 2003; Roach, 1999).  More recently, Schlosser and Foley 
(2008) examined the ethical issues involved in multicultural student–faculty mentoring 
relationships and recommended faculty development initiatives to address and improve 
faculty multicultural competence.  There were many questions on both the Freshman Survey 
and on the College Senior Survey addressing faculty–student interaction.  The Freshman 
Survey asked four questions on faculty interaction: (a) the frequency of being a guest in a 
teacher‘s home, (b) the frequency of asked a teacher for advice after class, (c) the average 
number of hours per week spent talking with teachers outside of class, and (d) the student‘s 
intention to communicate regularly with professors in college.  There were 16 questions on 
the College Senior Survey regarding faculty–student interaction: (a) the frequency of being a 
guest in a professor‘s home, (b) the frequency of asking a professor for advice outside of 
class, (c) the frequency of challenging a professor‘s ideas in class, (d) the average number of 
hours per week spent talking with faculty during office hours, (e) the average number of 
hours per week spent talking with faculty outside of class or office hours, (f) the frequency of 
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faculty encouragement to pursue graduate/professional study, (g) the frequency of 
opportunities to work with faculty on a research projects, (h) the frequency of advice and 
guidance from faculty about the educational program, (i) the frequency of emotional support 
and encouragement from faculty, (j) the frequency of letters of recommendation from faculty, 
(k) the frequency of faculty help to improve study skills, (l) the frequency of faculty feedback 
on academic work (outside of grades), (m) the frequency of intellectual challenge and 
stimulation from faculty, (n) the frequency of opportunities to discuss coursework outside of 
class with faculty, (o) the frequency of faculty help in achieving professional goals, and (p) 
the frequency of opportunity to apply classroom learning to ―real-life‖ issues.  The 
availability of questions regarding faculty–student interaction on both the Freshman Survey 
and the College Senior Survey provided a longitudinal perspective on the impact of faculty 
interaction on multicultural competency.  To help answer research question #2 and #3, an 
exploratory factor analysis with varimax rotation was conducted through SPSS to determine 
factor patterns with alpha reliabilities greater than .50 for college student and faculty 
interaction.   
Social interaction. Cheng and Zhao (2006) examined the impact of student 
involvement in student activities and multicultural competency development and found that 
students who were more involved in their college experience had higher levels of 
multicultural competency development.  There also were several questions on both the 
Freshman Survey and the College Senior Survey regarding student involvement and/or social 
interaction in college.  For the purposes of this study, social interaction in college focused on 
student participation in clubs and organizations, Greek Life, leadership or student 
governance, and athletics or intramurals.  There were six questions on the Freshman Survey 
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regarding social interaction: (a) the average number of hours per week participating in 
athletics or exercise, (b) the average number of hours per week participating in student 
clubs/groups, (c) the student‘s intention to participate in student government in college, (d) 
the student‘s intention to join a social fraternity or sorority in college, (e) the student‘s 
intention to play varsity/intercollegiate athletics, and (f) the student‘s intention to participate 
in student clubs/groups in college.  There also were seven questions on the College Senior 
Survey regarding social interaction during college: (a) the frequency of participation in 
intramural sports, (b) student participation in a social fraternity or sorority, (c) student 
participation in student government, (d) student participation in varsity/intercollegiate 
athletics, (e) student participation in leadership training, (f) the average number of hours per 
week spent in student club/group activities, and (g) the average number of hours spent in 
athletics/exercising.  The availability of questions regarding social interaction on both the 
Freshman Survey and the College Senior Survey provided a longitudinal perspective on the 
impact of social interaction on multicultural competency.  To help answer research question 
#2 and #3, an exploratory factor analysis with varimax rotation was conducted through SPSS 
to determine factor patterns with alpha reliabilities greater than .50 for college student social 
interaction.   
Racial/ethnic interactions. In his study on student involvement and college student 
development, Villalpano (2002) used CIRP data to examine various forms of college student 
involvement, including participation in service, racial/ethnic workshops, and interaction with 
diverse populations.  He found that forms of interaction that involved a diverse group of 
students led to positive cognitive and affective college student development.  There were 
several questions on both the Freshman Survey and on the College Senior Survey addressing 
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racial/ethnic interaction.  The Freshman Survey asked just two questions on racial/ethnic 
interaction during high school: (a) the frequency of socializing with someone of another 
racial/ethnic group during high school and (b) the student‘s intention to socialize with 
someone of another racial/ethnic group during college.  There were 15 questions on the 
College Senior Survey regarding racial/ethnic interaction during college: (a) student‘s 
participation in an ethnic studies course, (b) student‘s participation in a racial/cultural 
awareness workshop, (c) student‘s opportunity to have a roommate of different race/ 
ethnicity, (d) student‘s participation in an ethnic/racial student organization, (e) the extent to 
which the student had interaction with students from eight different groups, (f) the extent to 
which the student dined or shared a meal with students from a different racial/ethnic group, 
(g) the extent to which the student had meaningful and honest discussions about race/ethnic 
relations outside of class with students from a different racial/ethnic group, (h) the extent to 
which the student had guarded interactions with students from a different racial/ethnic group, 
(i) the extent to which the student shared personal feelings and problems with students from a 
different racial/ethnic group, (j) the extent to which the student had tense, somewhat hostile 
interactions with students from a different racial/ethnic group, (k) the extent to which the 
students had intellectual discussions outside of class with students from a different 
racial/ethnic group, (l) the extent to which the student felt insulted or threatened because of 
one‘s race/ethnicity by students from a different racial/ethnic group, (m) the extent to which 
the student studied or prepared for class with students from a different racial/ethnic group, 
(n) the extent to which the student socialized or partied with students from a different 
racial/ethnic group, and (o) the extent to which the student attended events sponsored by 
other racial/ethnic groups.  Although there were just two questions relating to racial/ethnic 
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interaction on the Freshman Survey, the availability of questions on both the Freshman 
Survey and the College Senior Survey and the number and breadth of the questions on the 
College Senior Survey provided an in-depth, longitudinal perspective on the impact of 
racial/ethnic interaction on self-identified multicultural competency.  To help answer 
research question #2 and #3, an exploratory factor analysis with varimax rotation was 
conducted through SPSS to determine factor patterns with alpha reliabilities greater than .50 
for college student racial/ethnic interaction.   
Data Collection 
The data set used for this study was a secondary data set that came from data acquired 
from the CIRP 2003 Freshman Survey and the 2006-2007 College Senior Survey sponsored 
by UCLA‘s HERI.  Because this was a longitudinal study, the sample consisted of only those 
students who responded to both the 2003 Freshman Survey and the 2006-2007 College 
Senior Survey.  The sample consisted of students at private, 4-year, sectarian and 
nonsectarian higher education institutions with a full-time undergraduate enrollment of 2,500 
students or less.  Table 3.3 shows the number of institutions and student responses with an 
additional breakdown by sectarian or nonsectarian status.  Responses of 9, 849 students from  
 
Table 3.3   
Institution Participation by Sectarian/Non-Sectarian Status 
Type of Institution 
Institutions  
(n) 
Students  
(n) 
 
Nonsectarian 28 5,245  
Sectarian 49 4,604  
Total 77 9,849  
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77 institutions were examined.  Twenty-eight nonsectarian institutions with a total of 5,245 
student responses were represented.  There also were 49 sectarian institutions included 
representing 4,604 students. 
Data Analysis 
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 18.0 (SPSS, Inc., 2009) software was used 
to execute the statistical analyses for this study.  Descriptive and inferential statistics were 
used to analyze the data and make inferences about the relationship between the independent 
input and environmental variables and the dependent variable, self-identified multicultural 
competency.  Hierarchical multiple regression was the primary statistical tool used in this 
study.  It was employed to investigate if the independent input and environmental variables 
significantly predict self-identified multicultural competency.  In addition, multiple 
regression analysis was used to examine which, if any, of the independent variables 
significantly predicted self-identified multicultural competency.  An alpha of .05 was used as 
the level of significance.  
Research Question #1   
 What are the demographic characteristics of the undergraduate students from 
private, 4-year, sectarian and nonsectarian higher education institutions who responded to 
both the 2003 Freshman Survey and the 2006–2007College Senior Survey?  How do student 
demographic characteristics differ between the sectarian and the nonsectarian institutions 
included in the study? 
Descriptive statistics were used to provide the demographic characteristics of the 
sample set and a profile of the students in the sample.  The particular demographic 
characteristics of the sample set were the input independent variables, including gender, 
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race/ethnicity, academic major, student‘s career aspirations, major GPA, overall GPA, 
student‘s highest degree aspired to, father‘s and mother‘s educational attainment, father‘s and 
mother‘s career, and family income.  Cross-tabulations were used to examine relationships 
between different demographics and to look at the differences in student demographics 
between sectarian and non-sectarian institutions.  
Research Question #2   
Is there a statistically significant difference between students attending sectarian and 
nonsectarian institutions when examining the environmental independent variables of service 
participation, faculty interaction, cocurricular involvement, and exposure to racial/cultural 
awareness activities as well the dependent variable of self-identified multicultural 
competency? 
To answer research question #2, a series of t tests were conducted to determine 
whether or not there was a statistically significant difference between students attending 
sectarian and nonsectarian institutions when examining the environmental independent 
variables of service participation, faculty interaction, cocurricular involvement, and exposure 
to racial/cultural awareness activities as well the dependent variable of self-identified 
multicultural competency.  Prior to conducting the t tests, exploratory factor analyses were 
conducted on all the independent environment variables to determine factor patterns for 
service participation, faculty interaction, social interaction, and racial/ethnic interaction.   
The first exploratory factor analysis with varimax rotation was performed through 
SPSS on eight items of college student service participation from both the 2003 Freshman 
Survey and the 2006–2007 College Senior Survey looking to identify factors with alpha 
reliabilities greater than .50.  The second exploratory factor analysis with varimax rotation 
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was performed through SPSS on 11 items of college student–faculty interaction from both 
the 2003 Freshman Survey and the 2006-2007 College Senior Survey looking to identify 
factors with alpha reliabilities greater than .50.  The third exploratory factor analysis with 
varimax rotation was performed through SPSS on 11 items of college student social 
interaction from both the 2003 Freshman Survey and the 2006–2007 College Senior Survey 
looking to identify factors with alpha reliabilities greater than .50.  The fourth exploratory 
factor analysis with varimax rotation was performed through SPSS on eight items of college 
student racial/ethnic interaction from both the 2003 Freshman Survey and the 2006–2007 
College Senior Survey looking to identify factors with alpha reliabilities greater than .50.   
An exploratory factor analysis was also conducted on the dependent variable to 
determine factor patterns for self-identified multicultural competency.  The exploratory 
factor analysis with varimax rotation was performed through SPSS on four items of college 
student self-identified multicultural competency development from both the 2003 Freshman 
Survey and the 2006–2007 College Senior Survey looking to identify factors with alpha 
reliabilities greater than .50.  Principal components extraction was used prior to principal 
factor extraction to estimate the number of factors, absence of multicollinearity, and 
factorability of the correlation matrices.   
Research Question #3 
What are the unique effects of gender, race/ethnicity, academic major, academic 
performance, family income, and parental education on the level of self-identified 
multicultural competency in college graduates?  What are the unique effects of participation 
in service, faculty interaction, cocurricular involvement, and exposure to racial/cultural 
awareness activities on the level of self-identified multicultural competency in college 
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graduates?  How do these factors differ between sectarian and nonsectarian private 
institutions? 
In order to answer the third research question, a hierarchical multiple regression was 
conducted to determine the unique effects of the independent input variables and the 
independent environmental variables on self-identified multicultural competency 
development.  Prior to conducting the multiple regression analysis, the data set was examined 
for missing data and outliers (Field, 2009; Mendenhall & Sincich, 2003).  Some of the data 
prescreening was conducted by HERI, which, in compiling the data set, included data only 
from those students who completed both the 2003 Freshman Survey and the 2006–2007 
Senior Survey, eliminating data from those students who completed only one of the surveys.  
Student surveys that did not provide complete data for the research questions being examined 
were omitted.   
Determining univariate and multivariate outliers presented another challenge.  Other 
than the demographic data, the majority of the questions being considered on the Freshman 
Survey and the College Senior Survey for this study were based on Likert-type scales of 1 to 
3, 1 to 4, or 1 to 5.  Transforming data into z scores or attempting to identify multivariate 
outliers through the use of Mahalanobis distance and Cook‘s distance was not appropriate in 
this circumstance.  There was the possibility that students slanted their survey by answering 
every question identically or by filling in the answers using a pattern rather than reading and 
answering the questions honestly, but determining that possibility would be extremely 
difficult.  The chances that those tainted surveys existed at a level that would affect the 
research study would also be hard to determine (Field, 2009).  A Pearson correlation test was 
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conducted to test for any issues of multicollinearity and the Durbin-Watson test was used to 
determine normality, linearity, and homoscedasticity of residuals. 
Also prior to conducting the hierarchical multiple regression, several of the 
independent input variables were condensed to make further inferential statistical 
examination manageable.  Although the categories for gender remained, race/ethnicity was 
reduced to two categories (White/Caucasian and other).  The number of academic majors was 
reduced to the fields of science, business, humanities, social science, and education, and 
individual variables were created, controlling for each major.  The categories of educational 
aspirations were reduced to three (bachelor‘s degree; master‘s degree and graduate or 
professional degree).  Grade point average categories were reduced to four (the letter grades 
of A, B, C, and D).  The categories for parental education levels were reduced to three (high 
school graduate, college degree, and graduate degree).   
The final inferential statistical process used to answer the third research question was 
hierarchical multiple regression.  Multiple regression is a frequently used method in research 
studies that analyze prediction when there are multiple quantitative independent variables 
and one dependent variable (Field, 2009; Mendenhall & Sincich, 2003; Mertler & Vannatta, 
2005).  This was an appropriate regression model to use for this particular study because 
there were several independent input variables and independent environmental predictor 
variables.  Specifically, hierarchical multiple regression, also known as sequential multiple 
regression, was used because this study examined the influence of several predictor 
independent variables in a specific order (Mertler & Vannatta, 2005).  Statistical Package for 
the Social Sciences 18.0 (SPSS, Inc., 2009) was used to prescreen the sample for missing 
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data, test assumptions related to the statistical methods, and perform hierarchical multiple 
regression.   
Multiple regression is the process of creating a linear equation model to predict the 
relationship between independent and dependent variables, assuming the mean values of the 
outcome or dependent variable for each increment of the independent or predictor variable lie 
along a straight line.  There are several assumptions that need to be checked when conducting 
a multiple regression.  All predictor independent variables must be quantitative or 
categorical.  If the predictor independent variables are categorical, then it may be desirable to 
create a dummy variable by assigning the categorical variable an ordinal indicator.  For this 
study, the categorical variables already are assigned an ordinal indicator.  All independent 
predictors should have some variation in value or a nonzero variance in a multiple regression.  
There should also be no perfect multicollinearity or no perfect linear relationship between 
two or more predictors.  This issue is especially troublesome in a multiple regression because 
multicollinearity between two or more predictor independent variables means that one or 
more of the same thing is being tested.  One way to identify multicollinearity is to run a 
Pearson correlation between each independent variable and the dependent variable, scan the 
correlation matrix of all the predictor or independent variables, and see if any correlate 
highly (above a .80 or a .90).  A final assumption that must be met in a multiple regression is 
homoscedasticity.  Homoscedasticity means that the variance of the data or residuals that lie 
above or below the model linear multiple regression equation should be constant , meaning 
that the residuals in the model are random, normally distributed variables with a mean of 
zero.  If that is not the case, then there are outliers.  The Durbin-Watson test was used to 
determine homoscedasticity (Field, 2009; Mertler & Vannatta, 2005). 
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 Four measurements associated with multiple regression were analyzed to test the null 
hypotheses: the F test, R
2
, adjusted R
2, and β.  The F test determines the extent to which the 
relationship between the independent and dependent variable is linear.  An F test that is 
significant (p < .05) demonstrates that the independent variable being examined significantly 
predicts the dependent variable, self-identified multicultural competency.  The coefficient of 
determination, or the R
2
 statistic, is the amount of the variance in the dependent variable, 
self-identified multicultural competency that can be explained by the independent variable 
being examined.  Adjusted R
2
, although similar to R
2
, also takes the sample size and number 
of independent variables into account.  The higher the R
2
 and the adjusted R
2
, the more 
influence the independent variable has on predicting self-identified multicultural 
competency.  The standardized regression coefficient, β, shows the amount of influence each 
independent variable has on predicting the dependent variable (Field, 2009; Mendenhall & 
Sincich, 2003).   
Summary 
In order to examine the relationship between college student participation in service 
and the level that the students self-identify that they demonstrate self-identified multicultural 
competency, this study had three goals: (a) to determine whether or not participation in 
service has a significant impact on the development of self-identified multicultural 
competency, (b) to understand how background factors and experience impact the 
participation in service and the level of self-identified multicultural competency achieved, 
and (c) to understand how service participation compares to other collegiate environmental 
experiences in the development of self-identified multicultural competency.  The sample for 
the study consisted of students at private, 4-year, sectarian and nonsectarian higher education 
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institutions with a fulltime undergraduate enrollment of 2,500 students or less who completed 
both the 2003 Freshman Survey and the 2006–2007 College Senior Survey.  The Statistical 
Package for the Social Sciences 18.0 (SPSS, Inc., 2009) software was used to execute the 
statistical analyses for this study.  Descriptive and inferential statistics were used to analyze 
the data and make inferences about the relationship between the independent input and 
environmental variables and the dependent variable, self-identified multicultural competency.  
Hierarchical multiple regression was the primary statistical tool used in this study.  
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CHAPTER 4. FINDINGS 
 This chapter provides an overview of the quantitative findings of this study and is 
organized based upon the research questions guiding this study: 
1. What are the demographic characteristics of the undergraduate students from the 
private, 4-year, sectarian and nonsectarian higher education institutions who 
responded to both the 2003 Freshman Survey and the 2006–2007 College Senior 
Survey?  How do student demographic characteristics differ between the sectarian 
and the nonsectarian institutions included in the study?  
2. Is there a statistically significant difference between students attending sectarian 
and nonsectarian institutions when examining the environmental independent 
variables of service participation, faculty interaction, cocurricular involvement, 
and exposure to racial/cultural awareness activities as well the dependent variable 
of self-identified multicultural competency?  
3. What are the unique effects of gender, race/ethnicity, academic major, academic 
performance, family income, and parental education on the level of self-identified 
multicultural competency in college graduates?  What are the unique effects of 
participation in service, faculty interaction, cocurricular involvement, and 
exposure to racial/cultural awareness activities on the level of self-identified 
multicultural competency in college graduates?  How do these factors differ 
between sectarian and nonsectarian private institutions? 
The first section of the chapter provides a comprehensive reporting of the 
demographic characteristics of the undergraduate students from the private, 4-year, sectarian 
and nonsectarian higher education institutions who responded to both the 2003 Freshman 
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Survey and the 2006–2007 College Senior Survey, including frequency and percentage 
differences between students attending the sectarian and the nonsectarian institutions 
included in the study.  The demographic characteristics reported included gender, 
race/ethnicity, academic major, probable career, overall and major GPA, highest degree 
aspired to, parent educational attainment and career, and parental income level.  The second 
section reports the statistical analysis of collegiate experiences by institution type, including 
descriptive statistics on service participation, faculty interaction, cocurricular involvement, 
exposure to racial/cultural awareness activities, and self-identified multicultural competency 
as well the inferential statistics results.  Finally, the third section describes the results of the 
sequential hierarchical regression analysis of the dependent variable, self-identified 
multicultural competency, by institution type. 
Demographic Statistics of the Sample 
 As reported in Table 3.3, the sample for this study comprised 9,849 undergraduate 
students from private, 4-year, sectarian and nonsectarian higher education institutions who 
responded to both the 2003 Freshman Survey and the 2006–2007 College Senior Survey.  
Nonsectarian institutions accounted for 53.3% (5,245 students) of the sample, and sectarian 
(religiously affiliated) institutions accounted for 46.7% (4,604 students).  In order to answer 
research question #1, descriptive statistics are used to obtain a comprehensive picture of the 
undergraduate students from the private, 4-year, sectarian and nonsectarian higher education 
institutions who responded to both the 2003 Freshman Survey and the 2006–2007 College 
Senior Survey.  The demographic characteristics, including frequencies and percentages by 
institution type, are provided in Table 4.1.   
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Table 4.1 
Students’ Background Characteristics by Institution Type (N = 9,849) 
 Nonsectarian  Sectarian  
Variable  n %  n %  
Gender (N = 9,325)       
Male 2,116 40.4  1,426 34.9  
Female 3,126 59.6  2,657 65.1  
       
Race/ethnicity group (N = 9,329)       
American Indian 170 3.2  92 2.2  
Asian 312 6.0  104 2.5  
Black 143 2.7  163 4.0  
Hispanic 168 3.2  158 3.9  
White 4,007 76.4  3,352 82.1  
Other 117 2.2  56 1.4  
Two or more races/ethnicities 328 6.3  159 3.9  
       
Academic interest       
Academic major (N = 9,107)       
Agriculture 3 0.0  7 0.2  
Biological Sciences 561 11.0  337 8.4  
Business 485 9.5  793 19.8  
Education 130 2.5  335 8.4  
Engineering 161 3.1  74 1.9  
English 362 7.1  214 5.4  
Health Professional 64 1.3  221 5.5  
History or Political Science 784 15.3  350 8.8  
Humanities 584 11.4  276 6.9  
Fine Arts 344 6.7  142 3.6  
Mathematics or Statistics 96 1.9  90 2.3  
Physical Sciences 190 3.7  84 2.1  
Social Sciences 1,162 22.7  616 15.5  
Other technical 55 1.1  52 1.3  
Other nontechnical 133 2.6  394 9.9  
Undecided 6 0.1  2 0.0  
       
Probable career (N = 8,694)       
Artist 484 9.8  232 6.1  
Business 885 18.0  757 20.1  
Business (clerical) 35 0.7  28 0.7  
Clergy 39 0.8  39 1.0  
College teacher 168 3.4  75 2.0  
Doctor (MD or DDS) 350 7.1  168 4.5  
Education (secondary) 258 5.2  260 6.9  
Education (elementary) 177 3.6  306 8.1  
Engineer 134 2.7  67 1.8  
Farmer or forester 41 0.8  12 0.3  
Health professional 122 2.5  154 4.1  
Homemaker (full-time) 20 0.4  20 0.5  
Lawyer 372 7.6  189 5.0  
Military (career) 21 0.4  30 0.8  
Nurse 50 1.0  200 5.3  
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Table 4.1 (continued) 
 Nonsectarian  Sectarian  
Variable  n %  n %  
Probable career (continued)       
Research scientist 170 3.6  73 1.9  
Social, welfare, or recreation worker 68 1.4  90 2.4  
Skilled worker 17 0.3  10 0.3  
Other choice 923 18.8  724 19.2  
Undecided 586 11.9  340 9.0  
       
Educational performance       
Overall GPA (N= 8,927)       
A or A+ 728 14.6  684 17.3  
A-  1,445 29.0  945 24.0  
B+ 1,443 29.0  956 24.2  
B 926 18.6  787 19.9  
B- 305 6.1  349 8.9  
C+ 91 1.9  174 4.4  
C 42 0.8  48 1.2  
D 0 0.0  4 0.1  
       
Major GPA (N = 8,555)       
A or A+ 1,205 25.1  1,009 26.9  
A-  1,515 31.6  990 26.4  
B+ 1,138 23.7  809 21.5  
B 626 13.0  552 14.7  
B- 210 4.4  246 6.6  
C+ 76 1.6  110 2.9  
C 28 0.6  37 1.0  
D 2 0.0  2 0.0  
       
Highest degree aspirations (N = 7,928)       
Ph.D. or Ed.D. 1,033 22.8  617 18.2  
M.D., D.O., D.D.S., D.V.M. 390 8.6  197 5.8  
J.D. (Law) 551 12.1  237 7.0  
B.D. or M.DIV. (Divinity) 29 0.6  32 0.9  
Master‘s degree 1,941 43.0  1,743 51.4  
Bachelor‘s degree 370 8.1  367 10.8  
Associate‘s degree 1 0.0  9 0.3  
Vocational certificate 6 0.1  5 0.1  
None 64 1.4  64 1.9  
Other 150 3.3  122 3.6  
       
Parent educational attainment       
Father‘s educational attainment (N = 9,158)       
Graduate degree 2,244 43.5  1,046 26.2  
Some graduate school 173 3.4  128 3.2  
College degree 1,414 27.4  1,188 29.7  
Some college 506 9.8  595 14.9  
Postsecondary school other than college 125 2.4  168 4.2  
High school graduate 544 10.6  719 17.9  
Some high school 105 2.0  100 2.5  
Grammar school or less 47 0.9  56 1.4  
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Table 4.1 (continued) 
 Nonsectarian  Sectarian  
Variable  n %  n %  
Mother‘s educational attainment (N = 9,224)       
Graduate degree 1,595 30.7  697 17.3  
Some graduate school 259 5.1  152 3.8  
College degree 1,838 35.4  1,360 33.7  
Some college 606 11.7  689 17.1  
Postsecondary school other than college 210 4.0  210 5.2  
High school graduate 571 11.0  811 20.1  
Some high school 69 1.3  65 1.6  
Grammar school or less 43 0.8  49 1.2  
       
Father‘s career (N= 8,951)       
Artist 77 1.5  29 0.7  
Business 1,766 34.9  1,256 32.2  
Business (clerical) 38 0.8  37 0.9  
Clergy 59 1.2  68 1.7  
College teacher 89 1.8  30 0.8  
Doctor (MD or DDS) 400 7.9  154 4.0  
Education (secondary) 162 3.2  132 3.4  
Education (elementary) 31 0.6  45 1.2  
Engineer 315 6.2  275 7.1  
Farmer or forester 39 0.8  80 2.1  
Health professional 65 1.3  61 1.6  
Homemaker (full-time) 9 0.2  5 0.1  
Lawyer 382 7.6  135 3.5  
Military (career) 22 0.4  44 1.1  
Nurse 11 0.2  25 0.6  
Research scientist 60 1.2  17 0.4  
Social, welfare, or recreation worker 23 0.4  26 0.7  
Skilled worker 247 4.9  292 7.5  
Semi-skilled worker 85 1.7  98 2.5  
Unskilled worker 82 1.6  95 2.4  
Unemployed 92 1.8  75 1.9  
Other 999 19.8  919 23.6  
       
Mother‘s career (N = 9,031)       
Artist 173 3.4  60 1.5  
Business 747 14.7  555 14.1  
Business (clerical) 204 4.0  244 6.2  
Clergy 20 0.4  12 0.3  
College teacher 68 1.3  16 0.4  
Doctor (MD or DDS) 114 2.3  36 0.9  
Education (secondary) 341 6.7  202 5.1  
Education (elementary) 496 9.8  475 12.0  
Engineer 23 0.5  11 0.3  
Farmer or forester 11 0.2  16 0.4  
Health professional 183 3.6  118 3.0  
Homemaker (full-time) 764 15.0  548 13.9  
Lawyer 115 2.3  22 0.6  
Military (career) 6 0.1  1 0.0  
Nurse 374 7.4  399 10.1  
Research scientist 33 0.6  9 0.2  
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Table 4.1 (continued) 
 Nonsectarian  Sectarian  
Variable  n %  n %  
Mother‘s career (continued)       
Social, welfare, or recreation worker 92 1.8  57 1.4  
Skilled worker 58 1.1  61 1.5  
Semi-skilled worker 64 1.3  57 1.4  
Unskilled worker 39 0.8  39 1.0  
Unemployed 219 4.3  130 3.3  
Other 935 18.4  884 22.4  
       
Socioeconomic status       
Parental income level (N = 8,140)       
$200,000 to $249,999 961 21.3  349 9.6  
$150,000 to $199,999 431 9.5  253 7.0  
$100,000 to $149,999 802 17.8  678 18.7  
$75,000 to $99,999 653 14.5  621 17.1  
$60,000 to $74,999 469 10.4  480 13.3  
$50,000 to $59,999 323 7.1  364 10.0  
$40,000 to $49,999 251 5.5  273 7.5  
$30,000 to $39,999 205 4.5  197 5.4  
$25,000 to $29,999 98 2.2  116 3.2  
$20,000 to $24,999 104 2.3  96 2.7  
$15,000 to $19,999 69 1.5  68 1.9  
$10,000 to $14,999 58 1.3  60 1.7  
Less than $10,000 93 2.1  68 1.9  
 
Gender and Race/Ethnicity  
 Females made up a majority of the sample population (62%), with a slightly higher 
female representation in sectarian institutions (65.1%) than in nonsectarian institutions 
(59.6%).  Men made up 38% of the sample, with a slightly higher representation in the 
nonsectarian institutions (40.4%) than in sectarian institutions (34.9%).  White/Caucasian 
students made up the vast majority (78.9%) of the sample, with a higher representation in 
sectarian institutions (82.1%) than in nonsectarian institutions (76.4%).  Among sectarian 
institutions, Black/African American students, Asian/Asian American students, and students 
indicating two or more race/ethnicities were the next largest racial/ethnic minorities, with a 
representation of 4.0%, 3.9%, and 3.9%, respectively.  Students identifying as Asian/Asian 
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American (6.0%) and as two or more races/ethnicities (6.3%) were the next largest 
racial/ethnic minorities represented in nonsectarian institutions. 
Academic Interest 
 Regarding academic majors, students who attended nonsectarian institutions indicated 
social sciences (22.7%), history/political science (15.3%), humanities (11.4%), and 
biological sciences (11%) as the top four academic major areas.  Students who attended 
sectarian institutions had similar responses, with business (19.8), social sciences (15.5%), 
other nontechnical fields (9.9%), and history/political science (8.8%) as the top four 
academic major areas. 
 The probable career options of the students in the sample echoed their academic 
major preferences.  For students who attended nonsectarian institutions, the top four career 
preferences were other choice (18.8%), business (18%), undecided (11.9%), and artist 
(9.8%); elementary and secondary education (8.8%) , lawyer (7.6%), and doctor (7.1%) 
followed close behind.  Students from sectarian institutions also indicated business (20.1%) 
and other choice (19.2%) as their top two preferences; elementary and secondary education 
(15%) and undecided (9%) rounded out the top four preferences.  Nurse (5.3%) and lawyer 
(5%) also were fairly popular career options for students attending sectarian institutions. 
Educational Performance 
 A majority of the sample population indicated that they had achieved academically 
during their college career.  According to student responses, 88.7% of the sample population 
had an overall GPA of 3.0 (B) or higher, with a slightly higher percentage of students from 
nonsectarian institutions (91.2%) achieving at that level than students from sectarian 
institutions (85.4%).  Students also indicated high academic achievement when reporting 
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their GPA in their academic major.  Overall, 91.7% of the sample population had a GPA in 
their academic major of 3.0 (B) or higher, with a slightly higher percentage of students from 
nonsectarian institutions (93.4%) achieving at that level compared to students from sectarian 
institutions (89.5%).   
 Students in the sample population appeared to have high educational degree 
aspirations.  Only 8.1% of students attending nonsectarian institutions and only 10.8% of 
students attending sectarian institutions indicated that their educational aspirations were to 
attain a bachelor‘s degree.  A higher percentage of students attending nonsectarian 
institutions (43%) and students attending sectarian students (51.4%) aspired to master‘s 
degrees.  Obtaining a Ph.D. or an Ed.D. was also popular for students attending nonsectarian 
(22.8%) and sectarian (18.2%) institutions. 
Parent Educational Attainment 
 Students also reported that their parents had predominantly high levels of educational 
achievement.  Approximately 82.8% of the students in the study indicated that their father 
had postsecondary education.  Almost half (43.5%) of the students attending nonsectarian 
institutions reported that their father had a graduate degree, and 27.4% reported their father 
had a college degree.  Students attending sectarian institutions reported slightly lower 
educational attainment for their fathers, as 26.2% reported their father had a graduate degree 
and 29.7% reported their father had a college degree.  A higher percentage of students from 
sectarian institutions (17.9%) than nonsectarian institutions (10.6%) reported that their 
father‘s highest level of educational attainment was a high school graduate. 
 Similar results were reported regarding mothers‘ highest educational attainment.  
Approximately 82.6% of the students in the study indicated that their mother had 
102 
postsecondary education.  Almost one third (30.7% ) of students attending nonsectarian 
institutions reported that their mother had a graduate degree, and 35.4% reported their mother 
had a college degree.  Students attending sectarian institutions reported lower education 
attainment for their mothers, 17.3% reporting their mother had a graduate degree and 33.7% 
reporting their mother had a college degree.  A higher percentage of students from sectarian 
institutions (20.1%) than nonsectarian institutions (11%) reported that their mother‘s highest 
level of educational attainment was a high school graduate.   
 The father‘s career for the sample studied was predominantly in business regardless 
of the type of institution.  Fathers of students who attended nonsectarian institutions tended 
to have careers in business (34.9%) or other (19.8%); there also was an additional slight 
tendency toward doctor (7.9%), lawyer (7.6%), and engineer (6.2%).  Fathers of students 
who attended sectarian institutions also had careers in business (32.2%) and other (23.6%); 
there also was an additional slight tendency for careers such as skilled worker (7.5%) and 
engineer (7.1%). 
 The mother‘s career choice was also very similar regardless of the type of institution.  
Mothers of students attending nonsectarian institutions tended to have careers in other 
(18.4%), homemaker (full-time; 15%), business (14.7%), and elementary education (9.8%); 
there also was an additional slight tendency for nursing (7.4%).  The mothers of students 
attending sectarian institutions had careers in other (22.4%), business (14.1%), homemaker 
(full-time; 13.9%), elementary education (12%), and nursing (10.1%).  
Socioeconomic Status 
 The sample in this study was fairly affluent.  The family annual income levels 
reported most frequently by students attending nonsectarian institutions were $200,000–
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$250,000 (21.3%), $100,000–$149,000 (17.8%), and $75,000-$99,999 (14.5%).  The 
reported family annual income of only 26.5% of students attending nonsectarian institutions 
was below $60,000.  Students attending sectarian institutions were slightly less affluent.  The 
most frequently reported annual family income levels were $100,000–$149,000 (18.7%), 
$75,000–$99,999 (17.1%), and $60,000–$74,999 (13.3%).  Approximately 34% of the 
reported annual income levels for students attending sectarian institutions was below 
$60,000. 
Summary of Demographic Characteristics 
1. Non-sectarian institutions accounted for 53.3% (5,245 students) of the sample, 
and sectarian (religiously-affiliated) institutions accounted for 46.7% (4,604 
students).   
2. Females made up a majority of the sample population (62%) with a slightly 
higher female representation from sectarian institutions (65.1%) than nonsectarian 
institutions (59.6%).   
3. White/Caucasian students made up the vast majority (78.9%) of the sample with a 
higher representation in sectarian institutions (82.1%) than in nonsectarian 
institutions (76.4%). 
4. Students tended to prefer majors in the humanities or the social sciences, with 
additional preferences toward business and education regardless of institution 
type.  Their career preferences also tended toward business, other opportunities 
not listed, or professional fields, such as law, medicine, or engineering. 
5. Over 88% of the sample population had an overall GPA of 3.0 (B) or higher, with 
a slightly higher percentage of students from nonsectarian institutions (91.2%) 
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achieving at that level than students from sectarian institutions (85.4%).  Students 
also had high degree aspirations beyond the bachelor‘s degree. 
6. This is not a sample of first-generation college students.  Approximately 82.8% of 
the students in the study indicated that their fathers had postsecondary education, 
and 82.6% of the students in the study indicated that their mothers had 
postsecondary education.   
7. Fathers‘ careers tended to be in business, skilled labor, or professional fields, such 
as law, medicine, or engineering.  Mothers also were reported to have careers in 
business, education, homemaking, nursing, and other options not listed. 
8. Students in this study come from fairly affluent backgrounds, as less than 50% of 
the families reporting annual incomes under $60,000. 
Statistical Analysis of Collegiate Experiences by Institution Type 
 In order to respond to research question #4, descriptive statistics were compiled and 
inferential statistics were conducted regarding students‘ collegiate experiences by 
institutional type.  This section reports the statistical analysis of collegiate experiences by 
institution type, including descriptive statistics of service participation, faculty interaction, 
cocurricular involvement, exposure to racial/cultural awareness activities, and self-identified 
multicultural competency as well the inferential statistics results.   
Descriptive Statistics of Collegiate Experiences  
 The responses and frequencies of the survey questions regarding the collegiate 
experiences of service participation, faculty interaction, social interaction, race/ethnic 
interaction, and the dependent variable, self-identified multicultural competency by 
institutional type are reported in Tables 4.2 through 4.6. 
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 Service participation. There were eight questions asked on the 2003 Freshman Survey 
and the 2006–2007 College Senior Survey regarding participation in volunteer or service 
opportunities.  The responses and frequencies of service participation by institution type are 
reported in Table 4.2.  Regarding service participation in college, 62.8% of the sample 
reported participating in volunteer or service opportunities frequently or occasionally.  The 
percentage of students participating in service while attending sectarian institutions was 
slightly higher (64.7%) than for their counterparts attending nonsectarian institutions 
(61.3%).  Students attending sectarian institutions also reported performing community 
service as part of a class at a higher rate (60.7%) than did students attending nonsectarian 
institutions (43.8%), a rate of 51.2% for the total sample.  However, the typical number of 
hours per week involved in volunteer or service participation was not high: 40.4% of students 
attending nonsectarian institutions and 40.3% of students attending sectarian institutions 
reported that they typically were spending 2 hours or less per week participating in service. 
Just over 9 out of 10 (90.8%) of the students in the sample reported that they 
performed service or volunteer work during high school; students attending nonsectarian 
institutions had a slightly higher high school service participation rate (91.3%) than did 
students attending sectarian institutions (90.4%).  Community service was incorporated into a 
high school class for 57.2% of the sample, and 40.2% reported that their high school required 
community service for graduation.  The average number of hours per week of service or 
volunteer participation was higher than in college.  Over 88% of the students reported 
completing 5 hours or less per week of service while in college as compared to 87% 
reporting 5 hours or less in high school.  The participation in service during high school 
appeared to have an impact on their precollege intentions to participate in volunteer or  
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Table 4.2 
Students’ Service Participation by Institution Type (N = 9,849) 
  Nonsectarian   Sectarian  Difference
a
 
Variable  n % n % % 
Performed volunteer work (N = 9,203)      
Frequently 721 13.9 570 14.1 –0.2 
Occasionally 2,448 47.4 2,043 50.6 –3.2 
Not at all 1,999 38.7 1,422 35.3 3.4 
Performed community service as part of a class (N = 9,296)      
Frequently 410 7.8 503 12.4 –4.6 
Occasionally 1,878 36.0 1,966 48.3 –12.3 
Not at all 2,936 56.2 1,603 39.3 16.9 
Hours per week of volunteer work (N = 9,177)      
Over 20 hours 16 0.3 23 0.6 –0.3 
16–20 hours 16 0.3 20 0.5 –0.2 
11–15 hours 47 0.9 34 0.8 0.1 
6–10 hours 167 3.2 116 2.9 0.3 
3–5 hours 452 8.8 369 9.2 –0.4 
1–2 hours 973 18.9 813 20.2 –1.3 
Less than 1 hour 1,106 21.5 808 20.1 1.4 
None 2,378 46.1 1,839 45.7 0.4 
Precollege: Intention to participate in volunteer or 
community service work (N = 8,999) 
     
Very good chance 2,164 42.9 1,558 39.4 3.5 
Some chance 2,014 40.0 1,594 40.3 –0.3 
Very little chance 723 14.3 646 16.3 –2.0 
No chance 146 2.8 154 4.0 –1.2 
High school: Performed volunteer work (N = 9,241)      
Frequently 1,955 37.6 1,480 36.6 1.0 
Occasionally 2,788 53.7 2,177 53.8 –0.1 
Not at all 451 8.7 390 9.6 –0.9 
High school: Performed community service as part of a 
class (N = 9,234) 
     
Frequently 899 17.3 865 21.4 –4.1 
Occasionally 1,943 37.5 1,580 39.1 –1.6 
Not at all 2,347 45.2 1,600 39.5 5.7 
High school: Hours per week of volunteer work (N = 9,108)      
Over 20 hours 60 1.2 74 1.8 –0.6 
16–20 hours 39 0.8 51 1.3 –0.5 
11–15 hours 108 2.1 107 2.7 –0.6 
6–10 hours 324 6.3 284 7.1 –0.8 
3–5 hours 902 17.7 657 16.4 1.3 
1–2 hours 1,495 29.3 1,137 28.4 0.9 
Less than 1 hour 1,199 23.5 852 21.3 2.2 
None 978 19.1 841 21.0 –1.9 
Did your high school require community service for 
graduation? (N = 9,160) 
     
Yes 2,104 40.9 1,580 39.4 1.5 
No 3,043 59.1 2,433 60.6 –1.5 
a 
Difference was calculated by subtracting sectarian from nonsectarian.  A positive percentage indicates a higher 
percentage for nonsectarian. 
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community service work, as 81.4% of the students reported a very good chance or some 
chance of college service participation.  Students attending nonsectarian institutions indicated 
their service participation intentions at a slightly higher rate (82.9%) than did their 
counterparts attending sectarian institutions (79.7%). 
 Faculty interaction. There were 20 questions asked on the 2003 Freshman Survey and 
the 2006–2007 College Senior Survey regarding faculty interaction.  The responses and 
frequencies of faculty interaction by institution type are reported in Table 4.3.  Regarding 
faculty interaction in college, 57.0% of the sample reported having been a guest in a 
professor‘s home frequently or occasionally, 88.5% reported having asked a professor for 
advice outside of class frequently or occasionally, and 66.6% reported having challenged 
professors‘ ideas in class frequently or occasionally.  Overall, the percentage of students 
attending nonsectarian institutions who interacted with faculty frequently or occasionally was 
slightly higher than their counterparts attending sectarian institutions.  However, the typical 
number of hours per week involved in faculty interaction was not high, as 79.9% of students 
attending nonsectarian institutions and 79.7% of students attending sectarian institutions 
reported that they typically spend 2 hours or less per week interacting with faculty. 
 The purpose and impact of faculty interaction on students in the sample was very 
prevalent.  Faculty provided encouragement to pursue graduate or professional study for 
87.3% of the student respondents attending nonsectarian institutions and for 89.5% of the 
students attending sectarian institutions.  Students attending both nonsectarian institutions 
(73.6%) and sectarian institutions (74.6%) were given opportunities to work on research 
projects.  Faculty appeared to be heavily involved in advising and guiding students through 
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Table 4.3 
Students’ Faculty Interaction by Institution Type (N = 9,849) 
  Nonsectarian   Sectarian  Difference
a
 
Variable n % n % % 
Been a guest in a professor‘s home (N = 9,299)      
Frequently 606 11.6 251 6.2 5.4 
Occasionally 2,925 56.0 1,516 37.2 18.8 
Not at all 1,694 32.4 2,307 56.6 –24.2 
Asked a professor for advice outside of class (N = 9,282)      
Frequently 1,726 33.1 1,250 30.8 2.3 
Occasionally 2,966 56.8 2,277 56.1 0.7 
Not at all 529 10.1 534 13.1 –3.0 
Challenged a professor‘s ideas in class (N = 9,276)      
Frequently 630 12.1 401 9.9 2.2 
Occasionally 3,024 57.9 2,123 52.3 5.6 
Not at all 1,564 30.0 1,534 37.8 –7.8 
Hours/week talking with faculty during office hours (N = 9,196)      
Over 20 hours 7 0.1 7 0.2 –0.1 
16–20 hours 7 0.1 15 0.4 –0.3 
11–15 hours 17 0.3 28 0.7 –0.4 
6–10 hours 85 1.7 75 1.8 –0.1 
3–5 hours 466 9.0 382 9.5 –0.5 
1–2 hours 1,748 33.9 1,322 32.8 1.1 
Less than 1 hour 2,376 46.0 1,894 46.9 –0.9 
None 454 8.9 313 7.7 1.2 
Hours/week talking with faculty outside of office hours (N = 9,199)      
Over 20 hours 9 0.2 7 0.2  
16–20 hours 6 0.1 13 0.3 –0.2 
11–15 hours 15 0.3 18 0.4 –0.1 
6–10 hours 87 1.7 74 1.8 –0.1 
3–5 hours 325 6.3 253 6.3 0.0 
1–2 hours 1,388 26.9 915 22.7 4.2 
Less than 1 hour 2,573 49.8 2,010 49.8 0.0 
None 759 14.7 747 18.5 –3.8 
Encouragement to pursue graduate/professional study (N = 9,050)      
Frequently 2,330 46.0 1,837 46.1 –0.1 
Occasionally 2,091 41.3 1,730 43.4 –2.1 
Not at all 643 12.7 419 10.5 2.7 
Opportunity to work on a research project (N = 9,043)      
Frequently 1,562 30.9 1,209 30.3 0.6 
Occasionally 2,160 42.7 1,767 44.3 –1.6 
Not at all 1,335 26.4 1,010 25.4 1.0 
Advice and guidance about educational program (N = 9,035)      
Frequently 2,081 41.2 1,644 41.3 –0.1 
Occasionally 2,586 51.2 2,091 52.5 –1.3 
Not at all 386 7.6 247 6.2 1.4 
Emotional support and encouragement (N = 9,038)      
Frequently 1,665 32.9 1,331 33.4 –0.5 
Occasionally 2,553 50.5 2,011 50.5 0.0 
Not at all 838 16.6 640 16.1 0.5 
Letter of recommendation (N = 9,038)      
Frequently 1,878 37.2 1,412 35.5 1.7 
Occasionally 2,397 47.4 1,958 49.1 –1.7 
Not at all 779 15.4 614 15.4 0.0 
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Table 4.3 (continued) 
  Nonsectarian   Sectarian  Difference
a
 
Variable n % n % % 
Help to improve study skills (N = 9,035)      
Frequently 1,017 20.1 937 23.5 –3.4 
Occasionally 2,520 49.9 2,104 52.8 –2.9 
Not at all 1,515 30.0 942 23.7 6.3 
Feedback about academic work (outside of grades) (N = 9,031)      
Frequently 2,143 42.4 1,565 39.3 3.1 
Occasionally 2,466 48.9 2,064 51.8 –2.9 
Not at all 440 8.7 353 8.9 –0.2 
Intellectual challenge and stimulation (N = 9,027)      
Frequently 3,209 63.6 2,064 51.9 11.7 
Occasionally 1,716 34.0 1,756 44.1 –10.1 
Not at all 122 2.4 160 4.0 –1.6 
Opportunity to discuss coursework outside of class (N = 9,030)      
Frequently 2,641 52.3 1,863 46.8 5.5 
Occasionally 2,197 43.5 1,919 48.2 –4.7 
Not at all 211 4.2 199 5.0 –0.8 
Help in achieving professional goals (N = 9,022)      
Frequently 1,771 35.1 1,482 37.3 –2.2 
Occasionally 2,502 49.6 2,049 51.6 –2.0 
Not at all 775 15.3 443 11.1 4.2 
Opportunity to apply classroom learning to ―real-life‖ issues 
(N = 8,990) 
     
Frequently 1,779 35.4 1,657 41.8 –6.4 
Occasionally 2,702 53.8 2,021 51.0 2.8 
Not at all 543 10.8 288 7.2 3.6 
Precollege: Intention to communicate regularly with 
professors (N = 9,018) 
     
Very good chance 2,881 56.9 1,715 43.4 13.5 
Some chance 1,963 38.8 1,917 48.5 –9.7 
Very little chance 199 3.9 286 7.2 –3.3 
No chance 19 0.4 38 0.9 –0.5 
High school: Was a guest in a teacher‘s home (N = 9,215)      
Frequently 264 5.1 140 3.5 1.6 
Occasionally 1,457 28.1 937 23.3 4.8 
Not at all 3,466 66.8 2,951 73.2 –6.4 
High school: Asked teacher for advice after class (N = 9,251)      
Frequently 1,618 31.1 1,006 24.9 6.2 
Occasionally 3,059 58.8 2,532 62.5 –3.7 
Not at all 525 10.1 511 12.6 –2.5 
High school: Hours/week talking with teachers outside of 
class (N = 9,127) 
     
Over 20 hours 16 0.3 10 0.2 0.1 
16–20 hours 11 0.2 11 0.3 –0.1 
11–15 hours 44 0.9 53 1.3 –0.4 
6–10 hours 182 3.5 122 3.0 0.5 
3–5 hours 757 14.8 497 12.4 2.4 
1–2 hours 1,974 38.6 1,377 34.4 4.2 
Less than one hour 1,882 36.8 1,676 41.8 –5.0 
None 253 4.9 262 6.6 –1.7 
a
Difference was calculated by subtracting sectarian from nonsectarian.  A positive percentage indicates a higher 
percentage for nonsectarian. 
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the educational program, 92.4% of students attending nonsectarian institutions and 93.8% of 
students attending sectarian institutions reported such guidance.  Faculty also provided 
emotional support and encouragement for 83.4% of the students attending nonsectarian 
institutions and for 83.9% of the students attending sectarian institutions.  Students at both 
nonsectarian (84.6%) and sectarian (84.6%) institutions received letters of recommendation 
from faculty.  Seventy percent of the students from nonsectarian institutions reported that 
they frequently or occasionally received faculty assistance in improving their study skills, 
and 76.3% of their counterparts at sectarian institutions reported the same.  The results were 
similar with academic feedback (outside of grades), as approximately 91% of students from 
both institution types reported frequent or occasional feedback.  Intellectual challenge and 
stimulation also were ranked high, as 97.6% of the students from nonsectarian and 96% of 
the students from sectarian institutions indicated that faculty frequently or occasionally 
challenged them.  Opportunities to discuss coursework outside of class were ample, as 95.8% 
of students from nonsectarian and 95.0% of students from sectarian institutions reported that 
they were given frequent or occasional opportunities.  Faculty provided help for 84.7% of the 
students from nonsectarian institutions and 88.9% of students from sectarian institutions in 
achieving their professional goals.  Finally, 89.2% of the students from nonsectarian 
institutions and 92.8% of the students from sectarian institutions felt that faculty provided 
frequent or occasional opportunities to apply classroom learning to ―real-life‖ issues. 
 The students in the sample entered college with intentions to communicate with 
faculty.  Over 95% of the students from nonsectarian institutions and 91.9% of the students 
from sectarian institutions indicated that prior to attending college there was a very good 
chance or some chance that they intended to communicate regularly with their professors.  
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These students were used to communicating with their high school teachers, as 89.9% of 
students from nonsectarian institutions and 87.4% of students from sectarian institutions 
indicated that they frequently or occasionally asked their teachers for advice after class in 
high school.  That interaction did not necessarily extend beyond the school, as only 33.2% of 
the students from nonsectarian institutions and 26.8% of students from sectarian institutions 
indicating that they had been guests in a teacher‘s home.  The length of time of teacher 
interaction was also limited, as between 74% and 75% of the students from both institution 
types indicated less than 2 hours per week of teacher interaction outside of class. 
 Social interaction. There were 13 questions asked on the 2003 Freshman Survey and 
the 2006–2007 College Senior Survey regarding social interaction or student involvement in 
campus activities.  The responses and frequencies of social interaction by institution type are 
reported in Table 4.4.  Student involvement in campus life for students from both 
nonsectarian and sectarian institutions appeared to be limited.  Only 35.3% of students from 
nonsectarian institutions and only 11.8% of students from sectarian institutions joined a 
social fraternity or sorority.  Student government involvement was limited to 12.6% of 
respondents from nonsectarian institutions and 14% of students from sectarian institutions.  
Between 33% and 34% of students from both types of institutions participated in campus 
leadership training, but, on the average, over 50% of students participated in students 
organizations 5 hours or less per week regardless of institution type.   
 Collegiate athletic participation, whether team or sport club, was a little higher.  
Approximately 31.3% of students from nonsectarian and 28.4% of students from sectarian 
institutions reported participating in intercollegiate athletics.  Over 50% of students from 
both institution types reported participating frequently or occasionally in intramurals.   
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Table 4.4 
Students’ Social Interaction by Institution Type (N = 9,849) 
  Nonsectarian   Sectarian  Difference
a
 
Variable n % n % % 
Joined a social fraternity or sorority (N = 9,284)      
Yes 1,842 35.3 481 11.8 23.5 
No 3,374 64.7 3,587 88.2 –23.5 
Participated in student government (N = 9,290)      
Yes 660 12.6 571 14.0 –1.4 
No 4,560 87.4 3,499 86.0 1.4 
Participated in leadership training (N = 9,274)      
Yes 1,774 34.1 1,373 33.8 0.3 
No 3,434 65.9 2,693 66.2 –0.3 
Hours per week: Student clubs/groups (N = 9,178)      
Over 20 hours 101 2.0 62 1.5 0.5 
16–20 hours 77 1.5 53 1.3 0.2 
11–15 hours 199 3.9 130 3.3 0.6 
6–10 hours 596 11.6 333 8.3 3.3 
3–5 hours 1,172 22.7 758 18.8 3.9 
1–2 hours 1,160 22.5 944 23.4 –0.9 
Less than 1 hour 604 11.7 524 13.0 –1.3 
None 1,241 24.1 1,224 30.4 –6.3 
Played varsity/intercollegiate athletics (N = 9,283)      
Yes 1,632 31.3 1,155 28.4 2.9 
No 3,581 68.7 2,915 71.6 –2.9 
Participated in intramural sports (N = 9,249)      
Frequently 1,147 22.0 836 20.7 1.3 
Occasionally 1,805 34.7 1,344 33.2 1.5 
Not at all 2,250 43.3 1,867 46.1 –2.8 
Hours/week exercising/sports (N = 9,203)      
Over 20 hours 268 5.2 186 4.6 0.6 
16–20 hours 234 4.5 170 4.2 0.3 
11–15 hours 376 7.3 250 6.2 1.1 
6–10 hours 1,063 20.6 721 17.8 2.8 
3–5 hours 1,484 28.7 1,150 28.5 0.2 
1–2 hours 882 17.1 818 20.3 –3.2 
Less than 1 hour 515 10.0 489 12.1 –2.1 
None 342 6.6 255 6.3 0.3 
Precollege: Join a social fraternity or sorority (N = 9,006)      
Very good chance 602 11.9 168 4.2 7.7 
Some chance 1,453 28.8 626 15.8 13.0 
Very little chance 1,494 29.6 1,135 28.7 0.9 
No chance 1,499 29.7 2,029 51.3 –21.6 
Precollege: Participate in student clubs/groups (N = 8,992)      
Very good chance 3,077 61.0 1,939 49.1 11.9 
Some chance 1,526 30.3 1,457 36.9 –6.6 
Very little chance 362 7.2 451 11.4 –4.2 
No chance 76 1.5 104 2.6 –1.1 
Precollege: Participate in student government (N = 9,012)      
Very good chance 543 10.7 338 8.5 2.2 
Some chance 1,703 33.7 1,236 31.2 2.5 
Very little chance 2,000 39.6 1,531 38.7 0.9 
No chance 806 16.0 855 21.6 –5.6 
113 
Table 4.4 (continued) 
  Nonsectarian   Sectarian  Difference
a
 
Variable n % n % % 
Precollege: Play varsity/intercollegiate athletics (N = 8,997)      
Very good chance 1,281 25.4 933 23.6 1.8 
Some chance 963 19.1 719 18.2 0.9 
Very little chance 1,398 27.7 915 23.2 4.5 
No chance 1,403 27.8 1,385 35.0 –7.2 
High school: Hours/week of student clubs/groups (N = 9,088)      
Over 20 hours 100 2.0 88 2.2 –0.2 
16–20 hours 95 1.9 77 1.9 0.0 
11–15 hours 187 3.7 139 3.5 0.2 
6–10 hours 554 10.9 405 10.2 0.7 
3–5 hours 1,185 23.2 830 20.8 2.4 
1–2 hours 1,511 29.6 1,134 28.4 1.2 
Less than 1 hour 715 14.0 582 14.6 –0.6 
None 752 14.7 734 18.4 –3.7 
High school: Hours/week of exercising or sports (N = 9,139)      
Over 20 hours 560 10.9 457 11.4 –0.5 
16–20 hours 566 11.0 396 9.9 1.1 
11–15 hours 920 18.0 686 17.1 0.9 
6–10 hours 1,052 20.5 720 17.9 2.6 
3–5 hours 865 16.9 704 17.5 –0.6 
1–2 hours 619 12.1 527 13.1 –1.0 
Less than 1 hour 384 7.5 368 9.2 –1.7 
None 160 3.1 155 3.9 –0.8 
a
Difference was calculated by subtracting sectarian from nonsectarian.  A positive percentage indicates a higher 
percentage for nonsectarian. 
 
Between 76 and78% of those students who did exercise or play sports reported spending 10 
hours or less per week exercising. 
 Prior to attending college, students in the sample appeared to be more optimistic 
about involvement in college life.  Over 50% of the students from nonsectarian institutions 
and 20% of the students from sectarian institutions expressed a precollege intention to join a 
fraternity or sorority.  Precollege interest was also high regarding participation in student 
clubs or organizations, as over 91% of the students from nonsectarian institutions and 76% of 
the students from sectarian institutions indicated some or a very good intention to participate.  
The intention to participate in student government ranged from 43.7% for students from 
nonsectarian institutions to 39.7% for students from sectarian institutions.  Finally, precollege 
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intention to participate in intercollegiate athletics was higher than the actual participation 
rate, as 44.5% of students from nonsectarian and 41.8% of students from sectarian 
institutions indicated interest. 
 Although the 2003 Freshman Survey did not ask for the particular high school 
activities in which the students participated, there were two questions regarding the number 
of hours per week of involvement in student clubs and in exercising or involvement in sports.  
Approximately 50% of the students from both types of institutions spent 1 to 5 hours per 
week in student club activities in high school and another 28 to 32% spent less than 1 hour in 
high school activities.  The results were slightly higher for exercise or athletics, as 57.5% of 
nonsectarian institution students and 65.6% of sectarian institutions students reported having 
spent 1 to 15 hours per week involved in high school exercise or sports. 
 Racial/ethnic interaction. There were 25 questions asked on the 2003 Freshman 
Survey and the 2006–2007 College Senior Survey regarding racial/ethnic interaction.  The 
responses and frequencies of racial/ethnic interaction by institution type are reported in Table 
4.5.  The questions clustered around four themes: the racial/ethnic activities in which 
students participated, the frequency of racial/ethnic interactions, the type of racial/ethnic 
interactions, and high school interactions.  Regarding racial/ethnic activities in college, 
slightly more students from sectarian institutions (57.3%) than students from nonsectarian 
institutions (56.4%) took an ethnic studies course.  A higher percentage of students from 
nonsectarian institutions reported attending a racial/cultural awareness workshop (41.1%) 
compared to their counterparts from sectarian institutions (32.7%).  Students from 
nonsectarian institutions also had a higher response rate regarding having a roommate of a 
different race/ethnicity (49.8%) compared to students from sectarian institutions (31.8%).   
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Table 4.5 
Students’ Racial/Ethnic Interaction by Institution Type (N = 9,849) 
  Nonsectarian   Sectarian  Difference
a
 
Variable n % n % % 
Taken an ethnic studies course (N = 9,272)      
Yes 2,940 56.4 2,327 57.3 –0.9 
No 2,270 43.6 1,735 42.7 0.9 
Attended a racial/cultural awareness workshop (N = 9,264)      
Yes 2,138 41.1 1,328 32.7 8.4 
No 3,065 58.9 2,733 67.3 –8.4 
Had a roommate of different race/ethnicity (N = 9,284)      
Yes 2,595 49.8 1,295 31.8 18.0 
No 2,618 50.2 2,776 68.2 –18.0 
Participated in an ethnic/racial student organization (N = 9,281)      
Yes 1,317 25.3 741 18.2 7.1 
No 3,894 74.7 3,329 81.8 –7.1 
Socialized with someone of another racial/ethnic group  
(N =9,202) 
     
Frequently 2,740 53.0 1,509 37.4 15.6 
Occasionally 2,213 42.8 2,200 54.5 –11.7 
Not at all 215 4.2 325 8.1 –3.9 
Group interaction: White/Caucasian (N = 9,164)      
Very often 4,670 90.8 3,604 89.7 1.1 
Often 343 6.7 287 7.1 –0.4 
Sometimes 104 2.0 79 2.0 0.0 
Seldom 13 0.2 35 0.9 –0.7 
Never 16 0.3 13 0.3 0.0 
Group interaction: African American/Black (N =9,154)      
Very often 965 18.8 684 17.0 1.8 
Often 1,617 31.5 1,147 28.6 2.9 
Sometimes 1,711 33.3 1,377 34.3 –1.0 
Seldom 755 14.7 704 17.5 –2.8 
Never 88 1.7 106 2.6 –0.9 
Group interaction: American Indian/Alaska native (N= 9,111)      
Very often 237 4.6 113 2.8 1.8 
Often 351 6.9 211 5.3 1.6 
Sometimes 850 16.6 621 15.5 1.1 
Seldom 1,667 32.6 1,250 31.3 1.3 
Never 2,010 39.3 1,801 45.1 –5.8 
Group interaction: Asian American/Asian/Pacific Islander 
(N= 9,122) 
     
Very often 1,141 22.3 486 12.1 10.2 
Often 1,234 24.1 650 16.3 7.8 
Sometimes 1,455 28.4 1,162 29.0 –0.6 
Seldom 940 18.3 1,087 27.2 –8.9 
Never 352 6.9 615 15.4 –8.5 
Group interaction: Hispanic/Latino (N =9,130)      
Very often 892 17.4 583 14.6 2.8 
Often 1,168 22.8 840 21.0 1.8 
Sometimes 1,561 30.5 1,199 29.9 0.6 
Seldom 1,067 20.8 936 23.3 –2.5 
Never 433 8.5 451 11.2 –2.7 
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Table 4.5 (continued) 
  Nonsectarian   Sectarian  Difference
a
 
Variable n % n % % 
Group interaction: Students from outside the U.S. (N =9,130)      
Very often 1,060 20.7 423 10.6 10.1 
Often 1,242 24.2 657 16.4 7.8 
Sometimes 1,606 31.3 1,194 29.8 1.5 
Seldom 945 18.5 1,166 29.1 –10.6 
Never 272 5.3 565 14.1 –8.8 
Group interaction: Students with a different religion than 
yours (N =9,141) 
     
Very often 2,616 51.0 1,158 28.8 22.2 
Often 1,547 30.2 1,201 29.9 0.3 
Sometimes 694 13.6 915 22.8 –9.2 
Seldom 191 3.7 520 12.9 –9.2 
Never 77 1.5 222 5.6 –4.1 
Group interaction: Students from a different economic 
background (N = 9,144) 
     
Very often 2,527 49.2 1,290 32.1 17.1 
Often 1,553 30.3 1,357 33.8 –3.5 
Sometimes 794 15.5 918 22.9 –7.4 
Seldom 196 3.8 324 8.1 –4.3 
Never 60 1.2 125 3.1 –1.9 
Ethnic experience: Had guarded relations (N = 8,909)      
Very often 229 4.6 168 4.3 0.3 
Often 448 9.0 351 8.9 0.1 
Sometimes 1,553 31.2 1,088 27.7 3.5 
Seldom 1,592 32.0 1,190 30.3 1.7 
Never 1,159 23.2 1,131 28.8 –5.6 
Ethnic experience: Hostile interactions (N = 8,959)      
Very often 158 3.2 118 3.0 0.2 
Often 222 4.4 195 4.9 –0.5 
Sometimes 748 14.9 583 14.8 0.1 
Seldom 1,365 27.3 978 24.8 2.5 
Never 2,518 50.2 2,074 52.5 –2.3 
Ethnic experience: Felt insulted (N = 8,960)      
Very often 130 2.6 96 2.4 0.2 
Often 208 4.2 160 4.0 0.2 
Sometimes 622 12.4 451 11.4 1.0 
Seldom 1,101 22.0 761 19.3 2.7 
Never 2,947 58.8 2,484 62.9 –4.1 
Ethnic experience: Dined or shared a meal (N = 8,983)      
Very often 1,898 37.8 928 23.4 14.4 
Often 1,355 27.0 971 24.5 2.5 
Sometimes 1,209 24.1 1,143 28.8 –4.7 
Seldom 466 9.3 711 17.9 –8.6 
Never 91 1.8 211 5.4 3.6 
Ethnic experience: Had meaningful and honest discussions 
about race/ethnic relations outside of class (N = 8,979) 
     
Very often 1,149 22.9 612 15.5 7.4 
Often 1,157 23.1 768 19.4 3.7 
Sometimes 1,495 29.8 1,174 29.6 0.2 
Seldom 891 17.8 917 23.1 –5.3 
Never 324 6.4 492 12.4 –6.0 
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Table 4.5 (continued) 
  Nonsectarian   Sectarian  Difference
a
 
Variable n % n % % 
Ethnic experience: Shared personal feelings and problems  
(N = 8,965) 
     
Very often 1,219 24.3 643 16.3 8.0 
Often 1,237 24.7 827 20.9 3.8 
Sometimes 1,514 30.2 1,231 31.1 –0.9 
Seldom 739 14.8 786 19.9 –5.1 
Never 301 6.0 468 11.8 –5.8 
Ethnic experience: Had intellectual discussions outside of 
class (N = 8,949) 
     
Very often 1,246 24.9 621 15.8 9.1 
Often 1,340 26.8 795 20.1 6.7 
Sometimes 1,471 29.4 1,197 30.3 –0.9 
Seldom 664 13.3 833 21.1 –7.8 
Never 280 5.6 502 12.7 –7.1 
Ethnic experience: Studied or prepared for class (N = 8,951)      
Very often 1,134 22.7 662 16.7 6.0 
Often 1,116 22.3 736 18.6 3.7 
Sometimes 1,531 30.6 1,125 28.5 2.1 
Seldom 801 16.0 849 21.5 –5.5 
Never 417 8.4 580 14.7 –6.3 
Ethnic experience: Socialized or partied (N = 8,947)      
Very often 1,611 32.2 773 19.6 12.6 
Often 1,426 28.5 962 24.4 4.1 
Sometimes 1,350 27.0 1,207 30.6 –3.6 
Seldom 470 9.4 692 17.5 –8.1 
Never 143 2.9 313 7.9 –5.0 
Ethnic experience: Attended events sponsored by other 
racial/ethnic groups (N = 8,960) 
     
Very often 680 13.6 335 8.4 5.2 
Often 824 16.5 439 11.1 5.4 
Sometimes 1,539 30.8 1,056 26.7 4.1 
Seldom 1,127 22.5 1,053 26.6 –4.1 
Never 830 16.6 1,077 27.2 –10.6 
Precollege: Socialize with someone of another racial/ethnic 
group (N = 8,999) 
     
Very good chance 3,992 79.1 2,612 66.1 13.0 
Some chance 924 18.3 1,131 28.6 –10.3 
Very little chance 107 2.1 177 4.5 –2.4 
No chance 26 0.5 30 0.8 –0.3 
High school: Socialized with someone of another racial/ 
ethnic group (N = 9,245) 
     
Frequently 3,740 71.9 2,595 64.2 7.7 
Occasionally 1,378 26.5 1,361 33.7 –7.2 
Not at all 83 1.6 88 2.1 –0.5 
a
Difference was calculated by subtracting sectarian from nonsectarian.  A positive percentage indicates a higher 
percentage for nonsectarian. 
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Few students from either institution type participated in ethnic/racial student organizations, 
as only 25.3% of students from nonsectarian and 18.2% of students from sectarian 
institutions reported participating in those organizations.  Regardless of the limited 
participation in racial/ethnic activities, students reported frequent or occasional socializing 
with someone of another racial/ethnic group at the rate of 95.8% for students from 
nonsectarian institutions and 91.9% for students from sectarian institutions. 
 Keeping in mind that 78.9% of the sample was White/Caucasian students, the 
reported frequency of interaction with students from diverse backgrounds varied.  Almost all 
students from both nonsectarian institutions (97.5%) and sectarian institutions (96.8%) 
reported interacting with other White/Caucasian students often or very often.  Students from 
nonsectarian institutions reported interacting with African American/Black students 
sometimes, often, or very often more frequently (83.6%) than did students from sectarian 
institutions (79.9%).  Overall, most students (73.8%) had seldom or never interacted with a 
student of American Indian/Alaska native background.  More students from nonsectarian 
institutions (74.8%) than from sectarian institutions (57.4%) reported interacting with 
students of Asian American/Asian/Pacific Islander ethnicity very often, often, or sometimes.  
The same is true for interaction with Hispanic/Latino students, as students from nonsectarian 
institutions reported interacting very often, often, or sometimes at a higher rate (70.7%) than 
did students from sectarian institutions (65.5%).  When reporting interaction with students 
from outside the United States, the difference was more pronounced, as 76.2% of students 
from nonsectarian institutions reported interacting very often, often, or sometimes at a higher 
rate than did students from sectarian institutions (56.8%).  The final two questions involved 
frequency of interaction with students from different religious and economic backgrounds.  
119 
In both instances, students from nonsectarian institutions reported interacting very often, 
often, or sometimes with students with different religious or economic backgrounds more 
frequently (94.8% and 95%, respectively) than did students from sectarian institutions 
(81.5% and 88.8%, respectively). 
 The responses to types of racial/ethnic interactions showed frequent positive 
interactions for a range of activities.  Students from both institution types reported having 
negative racial/ethnic interaction, although the percentages varied depending upon the type of 
interaction.  Only 23.2% of students attending nonsectarian institutions and 28.8% of 
students attending sectarian institutions reported never having guarded relations with students 
from different racial/ethnic backgrounds.  However, 50.2% of students from nonsectarian and 
52.5% of students from sectarian institutions reported never having hostile interactions with 
students from different backgrounds, and 58.8% of students from nonsectarian institutions 
and 62.9% of students from sectarian institutions reported never having felt insulted by 
students from different backgrounds.  The positive interactions were more frequent.  Over 
98% of students from nonsectarian institutions and 94.6% of students from sectarian 
institutions reported dining or sharing a meal with someone from a different racial/ethnic 
background.  Almost 94% of students from nonsectarian institutions and over 87% of 
students from sectarian institutions reported having meaningful and honest discussions about 
race/ethnic relations outside of class.  Ninety-four percent of student attending nonsectarian 
institutions reported sharing personal feelings and problems with someone of a different 
racial/ethnic background, and 88.2% of their counterparts from sectarian institutions 
reporting the same.  Students from nonsectarian institutions (94.4%) and from sectarian 
institutions (87.3%) also reported having intellectual discussions outside of class with 
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someone of a different racial/ethnic background.  Over 91% of students from nonsectarian 
institutions and 85.3% of students attending sectarian institutions reported studying or 
preparing for class with someone of a different racial/ethnic background.  Socializing or 
partying with someone from a different racial/ethnic background was reported by over 97% 
of students from nonsectarian institutions, and over 92% of students from sectarian 
institutions reporting participating in that activity.  The lowest positive interaction reported 
was for attending events sponsored by other racial/ethnic groups, as 83.4% of students from 
nonsectarian institutions and 72.8% of students from sectarian institutions participated. 
 Multicultural competency. There were 10 questions asked on the 2003 Freshman 
Survey and the 2006–2007 College Senior Survey regarding racial/ethnic interaction.  The 
responses and frequencies of racial/ethnic interaction by institution type are reported in Table 
4.6.  Students were asked about their own perceived changes regarding knowledge, skills or 
ability, and understanding of diversity.  When asked about their knowledge of people from 
different races/cultures, 76.1% of students from nonsectarian institutions indicated that their 
knowledge was much stronger or stronger, but 20.8% reported no change and 3.1% admitted 
that their knowledge was weaker.  Over 72% of students from sectarian institutions reported 
much stronger or stronger knowledge of people from different races/cultures, 23.8% reported 
no change, and 3.5% reported that their knowledge was weaker.  The students‘ perceived 
change was less regarding their ability to get along with people of different races/cultures.  
Only 61.8% of students from nonsectarian institution reported that their ability to get along 
with people of different races/cultures was stronger; 36.1% reported no change at all.  A 
slightly higher percentage of students from sectarian institutions reported a much stronger or 
stronger ability to get along with people of different races/cultures, as 33% reported no 
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Table 4.6 
Students’ Multicultural Competency by Institution Type (N = 9,849) 
   Nonsectarian    Sectarian  Difference
a
 
Variable n % n % % 
Perceived change: Knowledge of people from different 
races/cultures (N = 9,134) 
     
Much stronger 1,591 31.1 1,083 27.0 4.1 
Stronger 2,302 45.0 1,835 45.7 –0.7 
No change 1,066 20.8 955 23.8 –3.0 
Weaker 133 2.6 121 3.0 –0.4 
Much weaker 26 0.5 22 0.5 0.0 
Perceived change: Ability to get along with people of 
different races/cultures (N = 9,125) 
     
Much stronger 1,325 25.9 1,042 25.9 0.0 
Stronger 1,832 35.9 1,574 39.2 –3.3 
No change 1,846 36.1 1,324 33.0 3.1 
Weaker 82 1.6 56 1.4 0.2 
Much weaker 24 0.5 20 0.5 0.0 
Perceived change: Understanding of social problems 
facing our nation (N = 9,126) 
     
Much stronger 1,741 34.1 1,271 31.6 2.5 
Stronger 2,482 48.6 2,005 49.9 –1.3 
No change 770 15.1 676 16.8 –1.7 
Weaker 87 1.7 58 1.5 0.2 
Much weaker 29 0.5 7 0.2 0.3 
Goal: Helping to promote racial understanding (N = 9,044)      
Essential 667 13.2 433 10.8 2.4 
Very important 1,371 27.1 1,104 27.7 –0.6 
Somewhat important 2,025 40.1 1,689 42.4 –2.3 
Not important 993 19.6 762 19.1 0.5 
Goal: Improving my understanding of other countries 
and cultures (N = 9,022) 
     
Essential 1,389 27.5 854 21.5 6.0 
Very important 1,970 39.0 1,463 36.8 2.2 
Somewhat important 1,344 26.6 1,286 32.4 –5.8 
Not important 347 6.9 369 9.3 –2.4 
Goal:  Work for social change (N = 9,000)      
Essential 1,033 20.5 685 17.3 3.2 
Very important 1,384 27.5 1,113 28.0 –0.5 
Somewhat important 1,901 37.8 1,634 41.2 –3.4 
Not important 714 14.2 536 13.5 0.7 
Viewpoint: Racial discrimination is no longer a major 
problem in America (N = 8,916) 
     
Agree strongly 106 2.1 81 2.1 0.0 
Agree somewhat 489 9.8 454 11.6 –1.8 
Disagree somewhat 1,954 39.2 1,679 42.7 –3.5 
Disagree strongly 2,441 48.9 1,712 43.6 5.3 
High school viewpoint: Racial discrimination is no 
longer a major problem in America (N = 9,119) 
     
Agree strongly 128 2.5 98 2.5 0.0 
Agree somewhat 836 16.3 715 17.9 –1.6 
Disagree somewhat 2,371 46.3 1,977 49.4 –3.1 
Disagree strongly 1,786 34.9 1,208 30.2 4.7 
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Table 4.6 (continued) 
   Nonsectarian    Sectarian  Difference
a
 
Variable n % n % % 
High school goal: Improving my understanding of other 
countries and cultures (N = 8,926) 
     
Essential 1,124 22.4 572 14.7 7.7 
Very important 1,939 38.7 1,259 32.2 6.5 
Somewhat important 1,611 32.1 1,655 42.3 –10.2 
Not important 343 6.8 423 10.8 –4.0 
High school goal: Helping to promote racial under-
standing (N =  9,002) 
     
Essential 509 10.1 255 6.4 3.7 
Very important 1,236 24.5 852 21.6 2.9 
Somewhat important 2,277 45.1 1,864 47.1 –2.0 
Not important 1,026 20.3 983 24.9 –4.6 
a
Difference was calculated by subtracting sectarian from nonsectarian.  A positive percentage indicates a higher 
percentage for nonsectarian. 
 
change.  When indicating their understanding of social problems facing our nation, however, 
students from both institution types indicated a higher level of change, as 82.7% of students 
from nonsectarian institutions and 81.5% of students from sectarian institutions reported that 
they had a much stronger or stronger understanding of social problems facing our nation. 
 Students also were asked their viewpoints and goals regarding diversity.  Over 88% 
of students from nonsectarian institutions and 86.3% of students from sectarian institutions 
felt that racial discrimination was still a major problem in America, but only 40.3% of 
students from nonsectarian institutions and 38.5% of students from sectarian institutions felt 
that helping to promote racial understanding was an important personal goal.  Less than 50% 
of students from both types of institutions reported working for social change as an important 
personal goal.  Finally, 66.5% of students from nonsectarian institutions and 58.3% of 
students from sectarian institutions felt that improving their understanding of other countries 
and cultures was an important personal goal.   
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 There were differences between student viewpoints and goals from their first year of 
college to their senior year.  On the 2003 Freshman Survey, 81.2% of students attending 
nonsectarian institutions and 79.6% of students attending sectarian institutions indicated that 
they believed that racial discrimination was still a major problem in American, but 65.4% of 
students from nonsectarian institutions and 72% of students from sectarian institutions 
reported that they believed that helping to promote racial understanding was an important 
personal goal.  Over 61% of students from nonsectarian institutions and 46.9% of students 
from sectarian institutions reported improving their understanding of other countries and 
cultures as an important personal goal. 
 Summary of collegiate experiences descriptive statistics. To summarize: 
1. The percentage of students attending nonsectarian institutions who interacted with 
faculty frequently or occasionally was slightly higher than that of their 
counterparts attending sectarian institutions in a wide variety of ways. 
2. Despite high precollege intentions, college social interaction or student 
involvement was fairly limited with a slightly higher rate of collegiate athletic 
participation. 
3. Students from nonsectarian institutions showed a higher rate of interaction and 
involvement with students from different racial/ethnic backgrounds than did their 
sectarian counterparts.  The responses to types of racial/ethnic interactions 
showed frequent positive interactions in a range of activities.  Students from both 
institution types reported having negative racial/ethnic interaction, although the 
percentages varied depending upon the type of interaction.   
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4. Students from both institution types reported positive changes in their knowledge, 
ability, and understanding of different cultures and a more critical viewpoint of 
diversity but also reported racial understanding and social change as less 
important of a personal goal than in their first year of college. 
Inferential Statistics of Collegiate Experiences 
 To respond to the remainder of research question #2, inferential statistics were 
conducted.  A factor analysis was conducted as a data reduction technique on collegiate 
experiences and on the dependent variable of self-identified multicultural competency.  
Independent samples t tests were conducted to compare the mean scores of responses from 
students attending the two institution types on college experience variables and the dependent 
variable, self-identified multicultural competency.  The factor analysis and coefficient alphas 
are reported in Tables 4.7 and 4.8.  The independent t test results are shown in Table 4.9. 
 Factor analysis. Exploratory factor analyses with varimax rotation were conducted to 
create constructs for service participation, faculty interaction, social interaction, race/ethnic 
interaction, and self-identified multicultural competency.  Factor loadings and Cronbach‘s 
alpha tests were used to test the reliability of the factors that were developed in the factor 
analysis.  The two service participation constructs that scored higher than .50 on the 
Cronbach‘s alpha test were high school volunteer participation and college service 
participation.  The three faculty interaction constructs that scored higher than .50 on the 
Cronbach‘s alpha test were faculty guidance, high school teacher interaction, and duration of 
time interacting with college faculty.  The three social interaction constructs that scored 
higher than .50 on the Cronbach‘s alpha test were participation in athletics, high school 
involvement, and fraternity or sorority involvement.  The five race/ethnic interaction 
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constructs were ethnic experiences in college, group interaction in college, negative 
interactions, activities in college, and other group interactions.  The factor loadings and 
coefficient alphas for collegiate experiences are reported in Table 4.7.  The two constructs for 
the dependent variable, self-identified multicultural competency, were multicultural goals  
 
Table 4.7 
Factor Loadings and Reliability Coefficients of College Environment Experience Variables 
Factor name Factor loadings 
Service Participation 
High School Volunteer Participation, α = .625 
 Performed volunteer work in past year  .844 
 Hours per week of volunteer work  .787 
 Precollege intention to participate in volunteer or service  .710 
College Service Participation, α = –.634 
 Hours per week of volunteer work  .853 
 Performed volunteer work in past year  .849 
 Performed community service as part of a class  .588 
High School Required Service Participation, α = .466 
 High school required community service for graduation  .829 
 Performed community service as part of a class  .766 
 
Faculty Interaction 
Faculty Guidance, α = .884 
 Help in achieving professional goals  .789 
 Advice and guidance about educational program  .747 
 Emotional support and encouragement  .697 
 Feedback about academic work outside of grades  .694 
 An opportunity to apply classroom learning to ―real life‖ issues  .690 
 Help to improve study skills  .655 
 Encouragement to pursue graduate/professional study  .646 
 Intellectual challenge and stimulation  .626 
 A letter of recommendation  .590 
 An opportunity to work on a research project  .549 
High School Teacher Interaction, α = .538 
 Hours per week talking with teachers outside of class  .744 
 Asked a teacher for advice after class  .683 
 Was a guest in a teacher‘s home  .608 
 Precollege intention to communicate regularly with professors  .502 
Duration of Time Interacting With College Faculty, α = .749 
 Hours per week talking with faculty during office hours  .849 
 Hours per week talking with faculty outside of class or office hours  .810 
Faculty Interaction, α = .460 
 Challenged a professor‘s ideas in class  .682 
 Was a guest in a professor‘s home  .643 
 Asked a professor for advice outside of class  .499  
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Table 4.7 (continued) 
Factor name Factor loadings 
 
Social Interaction 
Participation in Athletics, α = .726 
 Precollege intention to play varsity/intercollegiate athletics  .814 
 Played varsity/intercollegiate athletics in college  .796 
 Hours per week exercising or sports in high school  .767 
 Hours per week exercising or sports in college  .745 
 Participated in intramural sports in college  .524 
High School Involvement, α = .539 
 Precollege intention to participate in student clubs/groups  .776 
 Hours per week participating in student clubs in high school  .740 
 Precollege intention to participate in student government  .673 
Greek Involvement, α = .519 
 Joined a social fraternity or sorority in college  .847 
 Precollege intention to join a fraternity or sorority  .832 
College Student Leadership, α = .313  
 Participated in leadership training  .737 
 Participated in student government  .715 
 Hours per week participating in student clubs/groups  .580 
 
Race/Ethnic Interaction 
Ethnic Experiences in College, α = .897  
 Shared personal feelings and problems  .820 
 Dined or shared a meal  .810 
 Had intellectual discussions outside of class  .805 
 Socialized or partied  .785 
 Studied or prepared for class  .727 
 Had meaningful and honest discussions about race/ethnic relations outside of class .715 
 Socialized with someone of another race/ethnic group in the past year  .629 
 Attended events sponsored by other racial/ethnic groups  .494 
 Had a roommate of a different race/ethnicity  .470 
Group Interaction in College, α = .716 
 American Indian/Alaska Native  .714 
 Hispanic/Latino  .635 
 Asian American/Asian/Pacific Islander  .602 
 Students from outside the United States  .532 
 African American/Black  .476 
Negative Interactions, α = .776 
 Hostile interactions  .829 
 Felt insulted  .784 
 Had guarded relations  .753 
Activities in College, α = .485 
 Attended a racial/cultural awareness workshop  .754 
 Participated in an ethnic/racial student organization  .672 
 Taken an ethnic studies course  .569 
Other Group Interactions, α = .589 
 Students from a different religious than yours  .712 
 Students from a different economic background  .677 
 White/Caucasian  .611 
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and changes during college.  The factor loadings and coefficient alpha for the dependent 
variable are reported in Table 4.8. 
 Independent sample t tests. Independent samples t tests were conducted to compare 
the mean scores of students from private nonsectarian institutions and students from private 
sectarian institutions on college experience variables and self-identified multicultural 
competency.  The grouping variable, private institution type, was 0 (nonsectarian) or 1 
(sectarian).  The means of the independent samples t test of college experiences and 
multicultural competency by institution type are summarized in Table 4.9.  The details of the 
t tests are shown in Appendix D. 
 As shown in Table 4.7, service participation was a construct consisting of student 
responses regarding their high school service participation and their college service 
participation.  As shown in Table 4.9, the mean score for high school service participation of 
students attending nonsectarian (8.31) and students attending sectarian (8.33) institutions had 
a difference of –.02, which was not statistically significant between institution types (t =  
–.38, df = 8121, p = .699) at the p = .05 level.  The scale for this composite was the sum of 
the questions regarding frequency and length of high school service participation resulting in 
a Likert-type scale ranging from 3 (no service participation) to 15 (frequent service 
participation).  The mean score for college service participation, also shown in Table 4.9, of 
students attending private nonsectarian (5.35) and students attending private sectarian (5.63) 
institutions had a difference of –.28, which was statistically significant between institution 
types (t = –6.35; df = 9651, p = .000) at the p = .05 level.  The scale for this composite was 
the sum of the questions regarding frequency and length of college service participation 
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Table 4.8 
Factor Loadings and Reliability Coefficients of Multicultural Competency 
Factor name Factor loadings 
Multicultural Goals, α = .700 
 Helping to promote racial understanding  .806 
 Work for social change  .763 
 Improving my understanding of other countries and cultures  .762 
 ―Racial discrimination is no longer a major problem in America‖ viewpoint  .477 
 
Changes During College, α = .724 
 Ability to get along with people of different races/cultures  .851 
 Knowledge of people from different races/cultures  .843 
 Understanding of social problems facing our nation  .668  
 
 
Table 4.9 
Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Test Results for Collegiate Experiences and Multicultural 
Competency 
 
Nonsectarian  Sectarian  
   Confidence  
 interval  
 M SD M SD t df p Lower Upper 
Service participation          
HS volunteer participation 8.31 2.30 8.33 2.42 –0.38 8121 .699 –0.12 0.08 
College service participation 5.35 2.09 5.63 2.12 –6.35 9651 .000* –0.36 –0.19 
Faculty interaction          
Faculty guidance 22.41 4.50 22.51 4.51 –1.08 9442 .278 –0.29 0.08 
HS teacher interaction 9.86 1.87 9.47 1.85 10.00 9304 .000* 0.32 0.47 
Duration of time 4.82 1.62 4.81 1.75 0.15 8226 .879 –0.06 0.07 
Social interaction          
Participation in athletics 14.63 4.48 14.15 4.56 4.96 9202 .000* 0.29 0.66 
High school involvement 9.13 2.39 8.79 2.53 6.51 8070 .000* 0.24 0.44 
Greek involvement 3.50 1.31 2.85 1.02 27.24 9391 .000* 0.61 0.70 
Race/ethnic interaction          
Ethnic experiences in 
college 
27.87 7.20 24.98 7.57 18.53 8159 .000* 2.58 3.19 
Group interaction in college 15.36 3.85 13.95 3.94 17.42 9553 .000* 1.25 1.56 
Negative interactions 12.10 2.58 12.26 2.63 –2.85 9369 .004* –0.26 –0.04 
Other group interactions 13.23 1.85 12.32 2.12 21.73 7892 .000* 0.82 0.99 
Multicultural competency          
Multicultural goals 10.82 2.37 10.37 2.27 9.04 8189 .000* 0.35 0.55 
Changes during college 12.00 1.93 11.96 1.92 1.24 9617 .215 –0.03 0.13 
*p < .05. 
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resulting in a Likert-type scale ranging from 3 (no service participation) to 14 (frequent 
service participation). 
 Faculty interaction was a construct consisting of student responses regarding their 
experiences with faculty guidance, high school teacher interaction, and the duration of time 
spent with college faculty.  As shown in Table 4.9, the mean score for faculty guidance of 
students attending private nonsectarian (22.41) and students attending private sectarian 
(22.51) institutions had a difference of –.10, which was not statistically significant between 
institution types (t = –1.08, df = 9442, p = .278) at the p = .05 level.  The scale for this 
composite was the sum of the questions regarding frequency of different types of faculty 
interaction resulting in a Likert-type scale ranging from 10 (no interaction) to 30 (frequent 
interaction).  The mean score for high school teacher interaction of students attending private 
nonsectarian (9.86) and students attending private sectarian (9.47) institutions has a 
difference of .39, which was statistically significant between institution types (t = 10.0; df = 
9304, p = .000) at the p = .05 level.  The scale for this composite was the sum of the 
questions regarding frequency and length of high school teacher interaction resulting in a 
Likert-type scale ranging from 4 (no interaction) to 18 (frequent interaction). The mean 
score for duration of faculty interaction time of students attending private nonsectarian (4.82) 
and students attending private sectarian (4.81) institutions has a difference of .01, which was 
not statistically significant between institution types (t = .15; df = 8268, p = .88) at the p = 
.05 level.  Because the p value for the Levene‘s test was < .05 (.001), the null hypothesis that 
the variances of the two groups were equal was rejected, implying that the variances were 
unequal.  The scale for this composite was the sum of the questions regarding length of time 
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interacting with faculty resulting in a Likert-type scale ranging from 2 (no time) to 16 (many 
hours). 
 Social interaction was a construct consisting of student responses regarding their 
experiences in athletics, high school activities, and Greek organizations.  As shown in Table 
4.9, the mean score for participation in athletics of students attending private nonsectarian 
(14.63) and students attending private sectarian (14.15) institutions had a difference of .48, 
which was statistically significant between institution types (t = 4.95, df = 9202, p = .000) at 
the p = .05 level.  The scale for this composite was the sum of the questions regarding 
frequency and length of participation in high school and college athletics resulting in a 
Likert-type scale ranging from 5 (no participation) to 30 (frequent participation).  The mean 
score for involvement in high school activities of students attending private nonsectarian 
(9.13) and students attending private sectarian (8.79) institutions had a difference of .34, 
which was statistically significant between institution types (t = 6.51; df = 8070, p = .000) at 
the p = .05 level.  Because the p value for the Levene‘s test was < .05 (.000), the null 
hypothesis that the variances of the two groups were equal was rejected, implying that the 
variances were unequal.  The scale for this composite was the sum of the questions regarding 
length of time spent in high school activities and the precollege intention to participate in 
college activities resulting in a Likert-type scale ranging from 3 (no time/no chance) to 16 
(over 20 hours per week/very good chance).  The mean score for Greek involvement of 
students attending private nonsectarian (3.50) and students attending private sectarian (2.85) 
institutions had a difference of .65, which was statistically significant between institution 
types (t = 27.24; df = 9391, p = .000) at the p = .05 level.  Because the p value for the 
Levene‘s test was < .05 (.000), the null hypothesis that the variances of the two groups were 
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equal was rejected, implying that the variances were unequal.  The scale for this composite 
was the sum of the questions regarding precollege intention to join a fraternity and sorority 
and college participation in a fraternity or a sorority resulting in a Likert-type scale ranging 
from 2 (no chance/no participation) to 6 (very good chance/Greek participation). 
 Race/ethnic interaction was a construct consisting of student responses regarding the 
frequency and variety of experiences in college with students of different race/ethnic 
backgrounds.  As shown in Table 4.9,  the mean score for participation in various ethnic 
interaction experiences of students attending private nonsectarian (27.87) and students 
attending private sectarian (24.98) institutions had a difference of 2.89, which was 
statistically significant between institution types (t = 18.53, df = 8159, p = .000) at the p = .05 
level.  Because the p value for the Levene‘s test was < .05 (.009), the null hypothesis that the 
variances of the two groups were equal was rejected, implying that the variances were 
unequal.  The scale for this composite was the sum of the questions regarding frequency of 
participation in a variety of ethnic interactions in college resulting in a Likert-type scale 
ranging from 9 (never) to 40 (very often).  The mean score for frequency of interaction with 
students from different ethnic groups of students attending private nonsectarian (15.36) and 
students attending private sectarian (13.95) institutions had a difference of 1.41, which was 
statistically significant between institution types (t = 17.41; df = 9553, p = .000) at the p = .05 
level.  The scale for this composite was the sum of the questions regarding frequency of 
interaction with different identified racial/ethnic groups resulting in a Likert-type scale 
ranging from 5 (never) to 25 (very often).  The mean score for negative race/ethnic 
interactions of students attending private nonsectarian (12.10) and students attending private 
sectarian (12.26) institutions had a difference of –.16, which was statistically significant 
132 
between institution types (t = –2.85; df = 9369, p = .004) at the p = .05 level.  The scale for 
this composite was the sum of the questions regarding frequency of participation in a variety 
of negative ethnic interactions in college resulting in a Likert-type scale ranging from 3 (very 
often) to 15 = (never).  The mean score for frequency of interaction with students from 
different religious, economic, and White/Caucasian backgrounds of students attending 
private nonsectarian (13.23) and students attending private sectarian (12.32) institutions had 
a difference of .91, which was statistically significant between institution types (t = 21.73; df 
= 7892, p = .000) at the p = .05 level.  Because the p value for the Levene‘s test was < .05 
(.000), the null hypothesis that the variances of the two groups were equal was rejected, 
implying that the variances were unequal.  The scale for this composite was the sum of the 
questions regarding frequency of interaction with students from different religious, 
economic, and White/Caucasian backgrounds resulting in a Likert-type scale ranging from 3 
(never) to 15 (very often). 
The dependent variable, multicultural competency, was a construct consisting of 
student responses regarding the desire to continue to develop multicultural competency and 
change the world (multicultural goals) and students‘ self-identified opinions of their own 
multicultural competency growth in college (changes during college).  As shown in Table 
4.9, the mean score for multicultural goals of students attending private nonsectarian (10.82) 
and students attending private sectarian (10.37) institutions had a difference of .45, which 
was statistically significant between institution types (t = 9.04, df = 8189, p = .000) at the p = 
.05 level.  Because the p value for the Levene‘s test was < .05 (.002), the null hypothesis that 
the variances of the two groups were equal was rejected, implying that the variances were 
unequal.  The scale for this composite was the sum of the questions regarding the students‘ 
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desire to continue to improve their own multicultural competency, their desire to affect 
change, and their opinions on whether or not racial discrimination is no longer a major 
problem in America resulting in a Likert-type scale ranging from 4 (not important/agree) to 
16 (essential/disagree).  The mean score for students‘ self-identified opinions of their own 
multicultural competency growth in college (changes during college) of students attending 
private nonsectarian (12.00) and students attending private sectarian (11.96) institutions had 
a difference of .04, which was not statistically significant between institution types (t = 1.24; 
df = 9617, p = .215) at the p = .05 level.  The scale for this composite was the sum of the 
questions regarding their self-perceived growth in multicultural knowledge, understanding, 
and skills resulting in a Likert-type scale ranging from 3 (much weaker) to 15 (much 
stronger). 
Hierarchical multiple regression analysis. A hierarchical multiple regression analysis 
was conducted through SPSS  18 to predict self-identified multicultural competency, first on 
the basis of six background characteristics and then, one by one, the addition of the four 
constructs comprising collegiate experiences.  The six background characteristics predictors 
were gender, race/ethnicity, academic major, overall grade point average, educational 
performance, parent educational attainment, and socioeconomic status.  As described in 
Chapter 3, gender and race were recoded as dichotomous variables prior to conducting the 
regression (0 = male, 1 = female and 0 = White/Caucasian, 1 = Other).  Academic majors 
(science, business, education, social sciences, and humanities) also were coded as 
dichotomous variables (e.g., 0 = science; 1 = other).   
The four constructs encompassing collegiate experiences included service 
participation, faculty interaction, social interactions, and race/ethnic interaction.  Service 
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participation incorporated high school volunteer participation and college service 
participation.  Faculty interaction incorporated various examples of faculty guidance, high 
school teacher interaction and duration of time interacting with faculty/high school teachers.  
Social interaction incorporated athletic participation, high school involvement, and fraternity 
or sorority involvement.  Finally, race/ethnic interaction incorporated ethnic experiences in 
college, race/ethnic group interaction in college, negative race/ethnic interactions, and other 
group (Caucasian, economic, religious) interactions.   
The dependent variable, multicultural competency, was made up of two constructs, 
.multicultural goals and change during college.  Multicultural goals incorporated a 
postcollege desire to promote racial understanding, to work for social change, to improve 
their understanding of other countries and cultures, and their opinion of racial discrimination 
in America.  Changes during college incorporated the student‘s self-identified ability to get 
along with people of different races/cultures, knowledge of people from different 
races/cultures, and understanding of social problems facing our nation.  Figure 4.1 depicts the 
complete hierarchical regression model.  In order to answer research question #3, a 
hierarchical multiple regression analysis was conducted on each of the multicultural 
competency components for the entire sample, for students attending private nonsectarian 
institutions, and for students attending private sectarian institutions.  There were a total of six 
hierarchical multiple regression analyses conducted.  The basic assumptions of regression 
analysis, including ratio of cases to independent variables; the absence of outliers, the 
absence of multicollinearity, and normality, linearity; and homoscedasticity of residuals, 
were satisfied.  The standardized regression coefficients (β) for the hierarchical regression  
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4.1. Variables used in hierarchical multiple regression. 
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models are illustrated in Tables 4.10 through 4.15.  Refer to Appendix E for the model 
summaries and Appendix F for the correlation matrixes of the six regression analyses. 
Hierarchical multiple regression for entire sample (multicultural goals). The results 
for the hierarchical multiple regression analysis for the total sample indicate that, for Model 
1, background characteristics (block 1), gender, race/ethnicity, business major, social 
sciences major, humanities major, overall GPA, highest degree aspirations, mother‘s 
educational attainment, and socioeconomic status are statistically significant predictors of 
self-identified multicultural goals at p < .01.  Father‘s educational attainment was also a 
statistically significant predictor of self-identified multicultural goals but at the p < .05 level.  
The negative beta for social sciences and humanities majors indicates that those majors are 
less likely to have self-identified multicultural goals.  The negative beta for socioeconomic 
status indicates that students with higher socioeconomic status are less likely to have self-
identified multicultural goals.  The background characteristic variables account for 16.4% of 
the variance of the model. 
The results for the hierarchical multiple regression analysis for the total sample 
indicate that, for Model 2, background characteristics (block 1) and service participation 
(block 2), gender, race/ethnicity, business major, social sciences major, humanities major, 
highest degree aspirations, mother‘s educational attainment, socioeconomic status, high 
school volunteer participation, and college service participation are statistically significant 
predictors of self-identified multicultural goals at the p < .01.  Overall GPA also was a 
statistically significant predictor of self-identified multicultural goals but at the p < .05 level.  
The negative beta for social sciences and humanities majors indicates that students with those 
majors are less likely to have self-identified multicultural goals.  The negative beta for 
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socioeconomic status indicates that students with higher socioeconomic status are less likely 
to have self-identified multicultural goals.  The background characteristic and service 
participation variables account for 21.9% of the variance of the model. 
The results for the hierarchical multiple regression analysis for the total sample 
indicate that, for Model 3, background characteristics (block 1), service participation (block 
2), faculty interaction (block 3), gender, race/ethnicity, business major, social science major, 
highest degree aspirations, mother‘s educational attainment, socioeconomic status, high 
school volunteer participation, college service participation, faculty guidance, and high 
school teacher interaction are statistically significant predictors of self-identified 
multicultural goals at p < .01.  The negative beta for social sciences and humanities majors 
indicates that students with those majors are less likely to have self-identified multicultural 
goals.  The negative beta for socioeconomic status indicates that students with higher 
socioeconomic status are less likely to have self-identified multicultural goals.  The 
background characteristic, service participation, and faculty interaction variables account for 
23.6% of the variance of the model. 
The results for the hierarchical multiple regression analysis for the total sample 
indicate that, for Model 4, background characteristics (block 1), service participation (block 
2), faculty interaction (block 3), social interaction (block 4), gender, race/ethnicity, highest 
degree aspirations, mother‘s educational attainment, socioeconomic status, high school 
volunteer participation, college service participation, faculty guidance, high school teacher 
interaction, participation in athletics, high school involvement, and fraternity or sorority 
involvement are statistically significant predictors of self-identified multicultural goals at p < 
.01.  The negative beta for socioeconomic status indicates that students with higher 
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socioeconomic status are less likely to have self-identified multicultural goals.  The negative 
beta for participation in athletics and fraternity or sorority involvement indicates that students 
involved in those activities also are less likely to have self-identified multicultural goals.  The 
background characteristic, service participation, faculty interaction, and social interaction 
variables account for 24.6% of the variance of the model. 
The results for the hierarchical multiple regression analysis for the total sample 
indicate that, for Model 5, background characteristics (block 1), service participation (block 
2), faculty interaction (block 3), social interaction (block 4), and race/ethnic interaction 
(block 5), gender, race/ethnicity, social science major, humanities major, highest degree 
aspirations, mother‘s educational attainment, socioeconomic status, high school volunteer 
participation, college service participation, faculty guidance, high school teacher interaction, 
participation in athletics, high school involvement, fraternity or sorority involvement, and 
ethnic experiences in college are statistically significant predictors of self-identified 
multicultural goals at p < .01.  Business major and other group interactions also were a 
statistically significant predictor of multicultural goals but at the p < .05 level.  The negative 
beta for social sciences and humanities majors indicates that students with those majors are 
less likely to have self-identified multicultural goals.  The negative beta for socioeconomic 
status indicates that students with higher socioeconomic status also are less likely to have 
self-identified multicultural goals.  Likewise, the negative beta for participation in athletics 
and fraternity or sorority involvement indicates that students involved in those activities also 
are less likely to have self-identified multicultural goals.  The background characteristic, 
service participation, faculty interaction, social interaction, and race/ethnic interaction 
variables account for 27.6% of the variance of the model.  See Table 4.10 for the results of  
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Table 4.10 
Predictors of Self-Identified Multicultural Goals  
 Standardized regression coefficients 
Variable blocks Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
      
Background characteristics (block 1)      
Gender .170** .118** .114** .094** .103** 
Race/ethnicity .176** .164** .168** .152** .094** 
Academic major      
Science –.014 .014 .015 .006 .008 
Business .053** .065** .060** .048** .044* 
Education .006 .017 .014 .018 .012 
Social Sciences –.159** –.128** –.131** –.138 –.127** 
Humanities –.233** –.210** –.204** –.202 –.182** 
Educational performance      
Overall GPA .047** .036* .033* .011 .020 
Highest degree aspirations .110** .077* .058** .058** .055** 
Parent educational attainment      
Father‘s educational attainment .021 .021 .012 .020 .021 
Mother‘s educational attainment .060** .064** .063** .062** .051** 
Socioeconomic status –.086** –.097 –.094** –.078** –.073** 
      
Collegiate experiences (block 2)      
Service participation      
High school volunteer participation  .183** .153** .125** .117** 
College service participation  .132** .121** .129** .116** 
Faculty interaction      
Faculty guidance   .048** .046** .026 
High school teacher interaction   .121** .105** .095** 
Duration of time interacting with faculty   –.007 –.011 –.018 
Social interactions      
Participation in athletics    –.046** –.056** 
High school involvement    .095** .080** 
Fraternity or sorority involvement    –.085** –.080** 
Race/ethnic interaction      
Ethnic experiences in college     .178** 
Group interaction in college     –.006 
Negative interactions     –.033* 
Other group interactions     .002 
R .412 .477 .494 .509 .537 
R
2 
.170
 
.228 .244 .259 .288 
Adjusted R
2
 .167 .225 .240 .254 .283 
*p < .05. **p < .01.      
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the hierarchical multiple regression analysis for predictors of self-identified multicultural 
goals for the entire sample. 
Hierarchical multiple regression for entire sample (changes during college). The 
results of the hierarchical multiple regression analysis of predictors for self-identified 
multicultural competency changes during college are depicted in Table 4.11.  The results for 
the hierarchical multiple regression analysis for the total sample indicate that, for Model 1, 
background characteristics (block 1), social sciences major, humanities major, highest degree 
aspirations, and socioeconomic status are statistically significant predictors of self-identified 
multicultural competency changes during college at p < .01.  An education major and father‘s 
educational attainment also are statistically significant predictors of self-identified 
multicultural competency development or change during college but at a p < .05 level.  The 
negative beta for education, social sciences and humanities majors indicates that students 
with those majors are less likely to have self-identified multicultural development or changes 
during college.  The negative beta for father‘s educational attainment indicates that students 
whose fathers had higher educational attainment also are less likely to have self-identified 
multicultural competency changes.  The negative beta for socioeconomic status indicates that 
students with higher socioeconomic status are less likely to have self-identified multicultural 
competency changes.  The background characteristic variables account for 1.3% of the 
variance of the model. 
The results for the hierarchical multiple regression analysis for the total sample 
indicate that for Model 2, background characteristics (block 1), service participation (block 
2), social sciences major, humanities major, father‘s educational attainment, socioeconomic 
status, and college service participation are statistically significant predictors of self-  
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Table 4.11 
Predictors of (Self-Identified Multicultural Competency Development) Changes During 
College  
 Standardized regression coefficients 
Variable blocks Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
      
Background characteristics (block 1)      
Gender –.008 –.027* –.039** –.033* –.031* 
Race/ethnicity .020 .019 .028* .030* –.040** 
Academic major      
Science –.015 –.010 .001 .003 .006 
Business –.009 –.007 –.023 –.020 –.026 
Education –.030* –.023 –.019 –.019 –.023 
Social Sciences –.083** –.071** –.078** –.076** –.069** 
Humanities –.084** –.082** –.085** –.085** –.061** 
Educational performance      
Overall GPA –.008 –.010 –.035** –.032* –.020 
Highest degree aspirations .046** .032* –.010 –.010 –.018 
Parent educational attainment      
Father‘s educational attainment –.039* –.040** –.032* –.033* –.041** 
Mother‘s educational attainment –.003 –.005 .002 .000 –.012 
Socioeconomic status –.040** –.041** –.036** –.041** –.029* 
      
Collegiate experiences (block 2)      
Service participation      
High school volunteer participation  .025 .009 .009 .001 
College service participation  .105** .069** .067** .050** 
Faculty interaction      
Faculty guidance   .246** .246** .219** 
High school teacher interaction   .024 .022 .006 
Duration of time interacting with faculty   –.006 –.007 –.024 
Social interactions      
Participation in athletics    .030* .011 
High school involvement    .002 –.016 
Fraternity or sorority involvement    .005 .001 
Race/ethnic interaction      
Ethnic experiences in college     .177** 
Group interaction in college     .087** 
Negative interactions     –.020 
Other group interactions     .016 
R .122 .165 .288 .289 .371 
R
2 
.015
 
.027 .083 .084 .137 
Adjusted R
2
 .013 .025 .080 .081 .134 
*p < .05. **p < .01.      
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identified multicultural competency changes during college at p < .01.  Gender and highest 
degree aspirations also are statistically significant predictors of self-identified multicultural 
competency development or change during college, but at the p < .05 level.  The negative 
beta for gender indicates that males are less likely to report multicultural change during 
college than are females.  The negative beta for social sciences and humanities majors 
indicates that students with those majors also are less likely to have self-identified 
multicultural development or changes during college.  Likewise, the negative beta for 
father‘s educational attainment indicates that students whose fathers had higher educational 
attainment are less likely to have self-identified multicultural competency changes, and the 
negative beta for socioeconomic status indicates that students with higher socioeconomic 
status also are less likely to have self-identified multicultural competency changes.  The 
background characteristic and service participation variables account for 2.5% of the 
variance of the model. 
The results for the hierarchical multiple regression analysis for the total sample 
indicate that, for Model 3, background characteristics (block 1), service participation (block 
2), faculty interaction (block 3), gender, social sciences major, humanities major, overall 
GPA, socioeconomic status, college service participation, and faculty guidance are 
statistically significant predictors of self-identified multicultural competency changes during 
college at p < .01.  Race/ethnicity and father‘s educational attainment also were statistically 
significant predictors of self-identified multicultural competency development or change 
during college but at the p < .05 level.  The negative beta for gender indicates that males are 
less likely to report self-identified multicultural change during college than are females.  The 
negative beta for social sciences and humanities majors indicates that students with those 
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majors are less likely to have self-identified multicultural development or changes during 
college.  The negative beta for overall GPA indicates that students with a higher GPA self-
reported fewer self-identified multicultural competency changes.  The negative beta for 
father‘s educational attainment indicates that students whose fathers had higher educational 
attainment are less likely to have self-identified multicultural competency changes.  The 
negative beta for socioeconomic status indicates that students with higher socioeconomic 
status also are less likely to have self-identified multicultural competency changes.  The 
background characteristic, service participation, and faculty interaction variables account for 
8% of the variance of the model. 
The results for the hierarchical multiple regression analysis for the total sample 
indicate that, for Model 4, background characteristics (block 1), service participation (block 
2), faculty interaction (block 3), social interaction (block 4), social sciences major, 
humanities major, socioeconomic status, college service participation, and faculty guidance 
are statistically significant predictors of self-identified multicultural competency changes 
during college at p < .01.  Gender, race/ethnicity, overall GPA,  father‘s educational 
attainment, and participation in athletics also are statistically significant predictors of self-
identified multicultural competency development or change during college but at the p < .05 
level.  The negative beta for gender indicates that males are less likely to report multicultural 
change during college than are females.  The negative beta for social sciences and humanities 
majors indicates that students with those majors are less likely to have self-identified 
multicultural development or changes during college.  The negative beta for overall GPA 
indicates that students with a higher GPA self-report fewer self-identified multicultural 
competency changes.  The negative beta for father‘s educational attainment indicates that 
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students whose fathers had higher educational attainment are less likely to have self-
identified multicultural competency changes.  The negative beta for socioeconomic status 
indicates that students with higher socioeconomic status are less likely to have self-identified 
multicultural competency changes.  The background characteristic, service participation, 
faculty interaction, and social interaction variables account for 8.1% of the variance of the 
model. 
The results for the hierarchical multiple regression analysis for the total sample 
indicate that, for Model 5, background characteristics (block 1), service participation (block 
2), faculty interaction (block 3), social interaction (block 4), race/ethnic interaction (block 5), 
race/ethnicity, social sciences major, humanities major, father‘s educational attainment, 
college service participation, faculty guidance, ethnic experiences in college, and group 
interaction in college are statistically significant predictors of self-identified multicultural 
competency changes during college at p < .01.  Gender and socioeconomic also are 
statistically significant predictors of self-identified multicultural competency development or 
change during college, but at the p < .05 level.  The negative beta for gender indicates that 
males are less likely to report multicultural change during college than females.  The 
negative beta for race/ethnicity indicates that students reporting to be White/Caucasian are 
less likely to report multicultural changes during college than are students reporting to be of a 
different ethnicity than White/Caucasian.  The negative beta for social sciences and 
humanities majors indicates that student with those majors are less likely to have self-
identified multicultural development or changes during college.  The negative beta for 
father‘s educational attainment indicates that students whose fathers had higher educational 
attainment also are less likely to have self-identified multicultural competency changes.  
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Likewise, the negative beta for socioeconomic status indicates that students with higher 
socioeconomic status are less likely to have self-identified multicultural competency 
changes.  The complete set of independent variables accounts for 13.4% of the variance of 
the model. 
Hierarchical multiple regression for students from nonsectarian institutions 
(multicultural goals). The results of the hierarchical multiple regression analysis of predictors 
of multicultural goals for students from nonsectarian institutions are depicted in Table 4.12.  
The results for the hierarchical multiple regression analysis indicate that, for Model 1, 
background characteristics (block 1), gender, race/ethnicity, business major, social sciences 
major, humanities major, overall GPA, highest degree aspirations, mother‘s educational 
attainment, and socioeconomic status are statistically significant predictors of self-identified 
multicultural goals at p < .01.  The negative beta for social sciences and humanities majors 
indicates that students with those majors are less likely to have self-identified multicultural 
goals.  The negative beta for socioeconomic status indicates that students with higher 
socioeconomic status also are less likely to have self-identified multicultural goals.  The 
background characteristic variables account for 16.7% of the variance of the model. 
The results for the hierarchical multiple regression analysis of predictors of 
multicultural goals for students from nonsectarian institutions indicate that, for Model 2, 
background characteristics (block 1), service participation (block 2), gender, race/ethnicity, 
business major, social sciences major, humanities major, highest degree aspirations, mother‘s 
educational attainment, high school volunteer participation, and college service participation 
are statistically significant predictors of self-identified multicultural goals at p < .01.  Overall 
GPA and highest degree aspirations also are statistically significant predictors of self- 
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Table 4.12 
Predictors of Self-Identified Multicultural Goals for Students Attending Private Nonsectarian 
Institutions 
 Standardized regression coefficients 
Variable blocks Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
      
Background characteristics (block 1)      
Gender .159** .106** .101** .082** .082** 
Race/ethnicity .182** .174** .175** .167** .115** 
Academic major      
Science –.021 –.007 –.004 –.011 –.008 
Business .051** .054** .044** .038 .034* 
Education .006 .016 .016 .014 .010 
Social Sciences –.148** –.126** –.127** –.132 –.125** 
Humanities –.224** –.209** –.203** –.197 –.180** 
Educational performance      
Overall GPA .037** .029* .022 .007 .016 
Highest degree aspirations .100** .065** .045** .042** .034** 
Parent educational attainment      
Father‘s educational attainment .029* .025 .022 .026 .022 
Mother‘s educational attainment .056** .058** .057** .056** .046** 
Socioeconomic status –.077** –.083** –.080** –.072** –.066** 
      
Collegiate experiences (block 2)      
Service participation      
High school volunteer participation  .167** .140** .109** .103** 
College service participation  .141** .126** .129** .120** 
Faculty interaction      
Faculty guidance   .076** .073** .051** 
High school teacher interaction   .107** .089** .078** 
Duration of time interacting with faculty   –.009 –.009 –.018 
Social interactions      
Participation in athletics    –.044** –.059** 
High school involvement    .097** .084** 
Fraternity or sorority involvement    –.054** –.060** 
Race/ethnic interaction      
Ethnic experiences in college     .178** 
Group interaction in college     –.010 
Negative interactions     –.011 
Other group interactions     .030* 
R .407 .470 .488 .499 .528 
R
2 
.165
 
.221 .238 .249 .279 
Adjusted R
2
 .164 .219 .236 .246 .276 
*p < .05. **p <.01.      
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identified multicultural goals, but at the p < .05 level.  The negative beta for social sciences 
and humanities majors indicates that students with those majors are less likely to have self-
identified multicultural goals.  The background characteristic and service participation 
variables account for 22.5% of the variance of the model. 
The results for the hierarchical multiple regression analysis of predictors of 
multicultural goals for students from nonsectarian institutions indicate that, for Model 3, 
background characteristics (block 1), service participation (block 2), faculty interaction 
(block 3), gender, race/ethnicity, business major, social science major, humanities major, 
highest degree aspirations, mother‘s educational attainment, socioeconomic status, high 
school volunteer participation, college service participation, faculty guidance, and high 
school teacher interaction are statistically significant predictors of self-identified 
multicultural goals at p < .01.  The negative beta for social sciences and humanities majors 
indicates that students with those majors are less likely to have self-identified multicultural 
goals.  The negative beta for socioeconomic status indicates that students with higher 
socioeconomic status also are less likely to have self-identified multicultural goals.  The 
background characteristic, service participation, and faculty interaction variables account for 
24% of the variance of the model. 
The results for the hierarchical multiple regression analysis of predictors of 
multicultural goals for students from nonsectarian institutions indicate that, for Model 4, 
background characteristics (block 1), service participation (block 2), faculty interaction 
(block 3), social interaction (block 4), gender, race/ethnicity, business major, highest degree 
aspirations, mother‘s educational attainment, socioeconomic status, high school volunteer 
participation, college service participation, faculty guidance, high school teacher interaction, 
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participation in athletics, high school involvement, and fraternity or sorority involvement are 
statistically significant predictors of self-identified multicultural goals at p < .01.  The 
negative beta for socioeconomic status indicates that students with higher socioeconomic 
status are less likely to have self-identified multicultural goals.  The negative beta for 
participation in athletics and fraternity or sorority involvement indicates that students 
involved in those activities also are less likely to have self-identified multicultural goals.  The 
background characteristic, service participation, faculty interaction, and social interaction 
variables account for 25.4% of the variance of the model. 
The results for the hierarchical multiple regression analysis of predictors of 
multicultural goals for students from nonsectarian institutions indicate that, for Model 5, 
background characteristics (block 1), service participation (block 2), faculty interaction 
(block 3), social interaction (block 4), race/ethnic interaction (block 5), gender, race/ 
ethnicity, social science major, humanities major, highest degree aspirations, mother‘s 
educational attainment, socioeconomic status, high school volunteer participation, college 
service participation, high school teacher interaction, participation in athletics, high school 
involvement, fraternity or sorority involvement, and ethnic experiences in college are 
statistically significant predictors of self-identified multicultural goals at p < .01.  Business 
major and negative interactions also are statistically significant predictors of self-identified 
multicultural goals but at the p < .05 level.  The negative beta for social sciences and 
humanities majors indicates that students with those majors are less likely to have self-
identified multicultural goals.  The negative beta for socioeconomic status indicates that 
students with higher socioeconomic status also are less likely to have self-identified 
multicultural goals.  Likewise, the negative beta for participation in athletics and fraternity or 
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sorority involvement indicates that students involved in those activities are less likely to have 
self-identified multicultural goals, and the negative beta for negative interactions indicates 
that students experiencing more negative interactions with students of different 
race/ethnicities also are less likely to have self-identified multicultural goals.  The complete 
set of independent variables account for 28.3% of the variance of the model.   
Hierarchical multiple regression for students from nonsectarian institutions (changes 
during college). The results of the hierarchical multiple regression analysis of predictors for 
self-identified multicultural competency changes for students from nonsectarian institutions 
during college are depicted in Table 4.13.  The results for the hierarchical multiple regression 
analysis for students attending nonsectarian institutions indicate that, for Model 1, 
background characteristics (block 1), social sciences major, humanities major, highest degree 
aspirations, and father‘s educational attainment are statistically significant predictors of self-
identified multicultural competency changes during college at p < .01.  The negative beta for 
social sciences and humanities majors indicates that students with those majors are less likely 
to have self-identified multicultural development or changes during college.  The negative 
beta for father‘s educational attainment indicates that students whose fathers had higher 
educational attainment also are less likely to have self-identified multicultural competency 
changes.  The background characteristic variables account for 1.1% of the variance of the 
model. 
The results for the hierarchical multiple regression analysis for students attending 
nonsectarian institutions indicate that, for Model 2, background characteristics (block 1), 
service participation (block 2), humanities major, father‘s educational attainment, high 
school volunteer participation, and college service participation are statistically significant  
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Table 4.13 
Predictors of (Self-Identified Multicultural Competency Development) Changes During 
College for Students Attending Private Nonsectarian Institutions 
 Standardized regression coefficients 
Variable blocks Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
      
Background characteristics (block 1)      
Gender –.012 –.033 –.045** –.041* –.031 
Race/ethnicity .001 –.002 .019 .020 –.049** 
Academic major      
Science .009 .020 .032 .032 .035 
Business –.002 .005 –.005 –.004 –.012 
Education .005 .012 .014 .018 .005 
Social Sciences –.068** –.054* –.067** –.066** –.053* 
Humanities –.080** –.074** –.080** –.078** –.052* 
Educational performance      
Overall GPA –.015 –.018 –.041* –.043* –.034* 
Highest degree aspirations .050** .036* –.005 –.006 –.008 
Parent educational attainment      
Father‘s educational attainment –.063** –.063** –.058** –.057** –.058** 
Mother‘s educational attainment .015 .016 .024 .022 .009 
Socioeconomic status –.024 –.028 –.025 –.028 –.017 
      
Collegiate experiences (block 2)      
Service participation      
High school volunteer participation  .051** .027 .019 .005 
College service participation  .090** .061** .061** .042* 
Faculty interaction      
Faculty guidance   .248** .248** .225** 
High school teacher interaction   .026 .019 .005 
Duration of time interacting with faculty   –.023 –.026 –.038* 
Social interactions      
Participation in athletics    .039* .025 
High school involvement    .027 .004 
Fraternity or sorority involvement    –.025 –.009 
Race/ethnic interaction      
Ethnic experiences in college     .177** 
Group interaction in college     .091** 
Negative interactions     –.013 
Other group interactions     .007 
R .120 .163 .284 .287 .368 
R
2 
.014
 
.027 .081 .083 .135 
Adjusted R
2
 .011 .023 .076 .077 .129 
*p < .05. **p < .01.      
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predictors of self-identified multicultural competency changes during college at p < .01.  
Social sciences major and highest degree aspirations also are statistically significant 
predictors of self-identified multicultural competency development or change during college 
but at the p < .05 level.  The negative beta for social sciences and humanities majors 
indicates that students with those majors are less likely to have self-identified multicultural 
development or changes during college.  The negative beta for father‘s educational 
attainment indicates that students whose fathers had higher educational attainment also are 
less likely to have self-identified multicultural competency changes.  The background 
characteristic and service participation variables account for 2.3% of the variance of the 
model. 
The results for the hierarchical multiple regression analysis for students attending 
nonsectarian institutions indicate that, for Model 3, background characteristics (block 1), 
service participation (block 2), faculty interaction (block 3), gender, social sciences major, 
humanities major, father‘s educational attainment, college service participation, and faculty 
guidance are statistically significant predictors of self-identified multicultural competency 
changes during college at p <.01.  Overall GPA also is a statistically significant predictor of 
self-identified multicultural competency development or change during college but at the p < 
.05 level.  The negative beta for gender indicates that males are less likely to report self-
identified multicultural change during college than are females.  The negative beta for social 
sciences and humanities majors indicates that students with those majors are less likely to 
have self-identified multicultural development or changes during college.  The negative beta 
for overall GPA indicates that students with a higher GPA self-report fewer self-identified 
multicultural competency changes.  The negative beta for father‘s educational attainment 
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indicates that students whose fathers had higher educational attainment are less likely to have 
self-identified multicultural competency changes.  The background characteristic, service 
participation, and faculty interaction variables account for 7.6% of the variance of the model. 
The results for the hierarchical multiple regression analysis for students attending 
nonsectarian institutions indicate that, for Model 4, background characteristics (block 1), 
service participation (block 2), faculty interaction (block 3), social interaction (block 4), 
social sciences major, humanities major, father‘s educational attainment, college service 
participation, and faculty guidance are statistically significant predictors of self-identified 
multicultural competency changes during college at p < .01.  Gender, overall GPA, and 
participation in athletics also are statistically significant predictors of self-identified 
multicultural competency development or change during college but at the p < .05 level.  The 
negative beta for gender indicates that males are less likely to report self-identified 
multicultural change during college than are females.  The negative beta for social sciences 
and humanities majors indicates that students with those majors are less likely to have self-
identified multicultural development or changes during college.  The negative beta for 
overall GPA indicates that students with a higher GPA self-report fewer self-identified 
multicultural competency changes.  The negative beta for father‘s educational attainment 
indicates that students whose fathers had higher educational attainment are less likely to have 
self-identified multicultural competency changes.  The background characteristic, service 
participation, faculty interaction, and social interaction variables account for 7.7% of the 
variance of the model. 
The results for the hierarchical multiple regression analysis for students attending 
nonsectarian institutions indicate that, for Model 5, background characteristics (block 1), 
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service participation (block 2), faculty interaction (block 3), social interaction (block 4), race/ 
ethnic interaction (block 5), race/ethnicity, father‘s educational attainment, faculty guidance, 
ethnic experiences in college, and group interaction in college are statistically significant 
predictors of self-identified multicultural competency changes during college at p < .01.  
Social sciences major, humanities major, overall GPA, college service participation, and 
duration of time interaction with faculty also are statistically significant predictors of self-
identified multicultural competency development or change during college but at the p < .05 
level.  The negative beta for race/ethnicity indicates that students reporting to be 
White/Caucasian are less likely to report multicultural changes during college than are 
students reporting to be of an ethnicity other than White/Caucasian.  The negative beta for 
social sciences and humanities majors indicates that students with those majors are less likely 
to have self-identified multicultural development or changes during college.  The negative 
beta for overall GPA indicates that students with a higher GPA self-report fewer self-
identified multicultural competency changes.  The negative beta for father‘s educational 
attainment indicates that students whose fathers had higher educational attainment are less 
likely to have self-identified multicultural competency changes.  The negative beta for 
duration of time with faculty indicates that time students spent with faculty is less likely to 
have an impact on student self-identified multicultural competency changes.  The 
background characteristic, service participation, faculty interaction, social interaction, and 
race/ethnic interaction variables account for 12.9% of the variance of the model. 
Hierarchical multiple regression for students from sectarian institutions 
(multicultural goals). The results of the hierarchical multiple regression analysis of predictors 
of self-identified multicultural goals for students from sectarian institutions are depicted in 
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Table 4.14.  The results for the hierarchical multiple regression analysis indicate that, for 
Model 1, background characteristics (block 1), gender, race/ethnicity, social sciences major, 
humanities major, highest degree aspirations, and socioeconomic status are statistically 
significant predictors of self-identified multicultural goals at p < .01.  Business major also is 
a statistically significant predictor of self-identified multicultural goal development but at the 
p < .05 level.  The negative beta for social sciences and humanities majors indicates that 
students with those majors are less likely to have self-identified multicultural goals.  The 
negative beta for socioeconomic status indicates that students with higher socioeconomic 
status also are less likely to have self-identified multicultural goals.  The background 
characteristic variables account for 14% of the variance of the model. 
The results for the hierarchical multiple regression analysis of predictors of self-
identified multicultural goals for students from sectarian institutions indicate that, for Model 
2, background characteristics (block 1), service participation (block 2), gender, 
race/ethnicity, social sciences major, humanities major, socioeconomic status, high school 
volunteer participation, and college service participation are statistically significant 
predictors of self-identified multicultural goals at p < .01.  The negative beta for social 
sciences and humanities majors indicates that students with those majors are less likely to 
have self-identified multicultural goals.  The negative beta for socioeconomic status indicates 
that students with higher socioeconomic status also are less likely to have self-identified 
multicultural goals.  The background characteristic and service participation variables 
account for 20% of the variance of the model. 
The results for the hierarchical multiple regression analysis of predictors of self-
identified multicultural goals for students from sectarian institutions indicate that, for Model  
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Table 4.14 
Predictors of Self-Identified Multicultural Goals for Students Attending Private Sectarian 
Institutions 
 Standardized regression coefficients 
Variable blocks Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
      
Background characteristics (block 1)      
Gender .147** .093** .085** .064** .049* 
Race/ethnicity .187** .178** .171** .169** .137** 
Academic major      
Science –.028 –.029 –.024 –.028 –.027 
Business .050* .041 .027 .023 .024 
Education .001 .010 .014 .008 .005 
Social Sciences –.125** –.106** –.103** –103** –.107** 
Humanities –.199** –.185** –.182** –.169** –.163** 
Educational performance      
Overall GPA .024 .018 .006 –.006 .006 
Highest degree aspirations .080** .037 .015 .007 –.005 
Parent educational attainment      
Father‘s educational attainment .033 .022 .027 .027 .022 
Mother‘s educational attainment .039 .033 .033 .028 .027 
Socioeconomic status –.066** –.065** –.060** –.057** –.054** 
      
Collegiate experiences (block 2)      
Service participation      
High school volunteer participation  .148** .128** .094** .090** 
College service participation  .174** .150** .152** .141** 
Faculty interaction      
Faculty guidance   .123** .119** .093** 
High school teacher interaction   .076** .054** .048* 
Duration of time interacting with faculty   –.012 –.005 –.015 
Social interactions      
Participation in athletics    –.049* –.067** 
High school involvement    .104** .098** 
Fraternity or sorority involvement    –.045* –.047* 
Race/ethnic interaction      
Ethnic experiences in college     .165** 
Group interaction in college     –.024 
Negative interactions     .020 
Other group interactions     .058** 
R .380 .452 .474 .485 .511 
R
2 
.144
 
.204 .224 .235 .261 
Adjusted R
2
 .140 .200 .219 .229 .254 
*p < .05. **p < .01.      
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3, background characteristics (block 1), service participation (block 2), faculty interaction 
(block 3), gender, race/ethnicity, social science major, humanities major, socioeconomic 
status, high school volunteer participation, college service participation, faculty guidance, 
and high school teacher interaction are statistically significant predictors of self-identified 
multicultural goals at p < .01.  The negative beta for social sciences and humanities majors 
indicates that students with those majors are less likely to have self-identified multicultural 
goals.  The negative beta for socioeconomic status indicates that students with higher 
socioeconomic status also are less likely to have self-identified multicultural goals.  The 
background characteristic, service participation, and faculty interaction variables account for 
21.9% of the variance of the model. 
The results for the hierarchical multiple regression analysis of predictors of self-
identified multicultural goals for students from sectarian institutions indicate that, for Model 
4, background characteristics (block 1), service participation (block 2), faculty interaction 
(block 3), social interaction (block 4), gender, race/ethnicity, social science major, 
humanities major, socioeconomic status, high school volunteer participation, college service 
participation, faculty guidance, high school teacher interaction, and high school involvement 
are statistically significant predictors of self-identified multicultural goals at p < .01.  
Participation in athletics and fraternity or sorority involvement also are statistically 
significant predictors of self-identified multicultural goals but at the p < .05 level.  The 
negative beta for social sciences and humanities majors indicates that students with those 
majors are less likely to have self-identified multicultural goals.  The negative beta for 
socioeconomic status indicates that students with higher socioeconomic status also are less 
likely to have self-identified multicultural goals.  Likewise, the negative beta for participation 
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in athletics and fraternity or sorority involvement indicates that students involved in those 
activities are less likely to have self-identified multicultural goals.  The background 
characteristic, service participation, faculty interaction, and social interaction variables 
account for 22.9% of the variance of the model. 
The results for the hierarchical multiple regression analysis of predictors of self-
identified multicultural goals for students from sectarian institutions indicate that, for Model 
5, background characteristics (block 1), service participation (block 2), faculty interaction 
(block 3), social interaction (block 4), race/ethnic interaction (block 5), race/ethnicity, social 
science major, humanities major, socioeconomic status, high school volunteer participation, 
college service participation, faculty guidance, participation in athletics, high school 
involvement, ethnic experiences, and other group (White/Caucasian, religious, 
socioeconomic) interaction in college are statistically significant predictors of self-identified 
multicultural goals at p < .01.  Gender, high school teacher interaction, and fraternity or 
sorority involvement also are statistically significant predictors of self-identified 
multicultural goals but at the p < .05 level.  The negative beta for social sciences and 
humanities majors indicates that students with those majors are less likely to have self-
identified multicultural goals.  The negative beta for socioeconomic status indicates that 
students with higher socioeconomic status also are less likely to have self-identified 
multicultural goals.  Likewise, the negative beta for participation in athletics and fraternity or 
sorority involvement indicates that students involved in those activities are less likely to have 
self-identified multicultural goals.  The background characteristic, service participation, 
faculty interaction, social interaction, and race/ethnic interaction variables account for 25.4% 
of the variance of the model.   
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Hierarchical multiple regression for students from sectarian institutions (changes 
during college). The results of the hierarchical multiple regression analysis of predictors for 
self-identified multicultural competency changes for students from sectarian institutions 
during college are depicted in Table 4.15.  The results for the hierarchical multiple regression 
analysis for students attending nonsectarian institutions indicate that, for Model 1, 
background characteristics (block 1), education major, social sciences major, humanities 
major, and socioeconomic status are statistically significant predictors of self-identified 
multicultural competency changes during college at p < .01.  Race/ethnicity also is a 
statistically significant predictor of self-identified multicultural competency changes but at 
the p < .05 level.  The negative beta for education, social sciences and humanities majors 
indicates that students with those majors are less likely to have self-identified multicultural 
development or changes during college.  The negative beta for socioeconomic status 
indicates that students with higher socioeconomic status also are less likely to have self-
identified multicultural competency changes.  The background characteristic variables 
account for 1.8% of the variance of the model. 
The results for the hierarchical multiple regression analysis for students attending 
sectarian institutions indicate that, for Model 2, background characteristics (block 1), service 
participation (block 2), education major, social science major, humanities major, 
socioeconomic status, and college service participation are statistically significant predictors 
of self-identified multicultural competency changes during college at p < .01.  Race/ethnicity 
also is a statistically significant predictor of self-identified multicultural competency 
development or change during college but at the p < .05 level.  The negative beta for 
education, social sciences, and humanities majors indicates that students with those majors  
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Table 4.15 
Predictors of (Self-Identified Multicultural Competency Development) Changes During 
College for Students Attending Private Sectarian Institutions 
 Standardized regression coefficients 
Variable blocks Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
      
Background characteristics (block 1)      
Gender .000 –.015 –.026 –.020 –.034 
Race/ethnicity .049* .046* .035 .036 –.021 
Academic major      
Science –.039 –.042 –.032 –.031 –.032 
Business –.026 –.031 –.050* –.049* –.045 
Education –.072** –.064** –.058** –.057** –.056** 
Social Sciences –.092** –.079** –.074** –.073** –.084** 
Humanities –.072** –.069** –.069** –.073** –.064* 
Educational performance      
Overall GPA –.001 –.003 –.030 –.027 –.003 
Highest degree aspirations .034 .018 –.025 –.022 –.034 
Parent educational attainment      
Father‘s educational attainment –.008 –.010 .001 .000 –.011 
Mother‘s educational attainment –.037 –.043 –.040 –.039 –.039 
Socioeconomic status –.065** –.061** –.054* –.055* –.046* 
      
Collegiate experiences (block 2)      
Service participation      
High school volunteer participation  –.008 –.012 –.003 –.007 
College service participation  .137** .091** .090** .064** 
Faculty interaction      
Faculty guidance   .246** .247** .211** 
High school teacher interaction   .012 .017 .007 
Duration of time interacting with faculty   .017 .015 –.008 
Social interactions      
Participation in athletics    .017 –.007 
High school involvement    –.027 –.039 
Fraternity or sorority involvement    .009 .006 
Race/ethnic interaction      
Ethnic experiences in college     .165** 
Group interaction in college     .074** 
Negative interactions     –.035 
Other group interactions     .029 
R .151 .200 .310 .312 .383 
R
2 
.023
 
.040 .096 .097 .146 
Adjusted R
2
 .018 .034 .090 .090 .138 
*p < .05. **p < .01.      
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are less likely to have self-identified multicultural development or changes during college.  
The negative beta for socioeconomic status indicates that students with higher socioeconomic 
status also are less likely to have self-identified multicultural competency changes.  The 
background characteristic and service participation variables account for 3.4% of the 
variance of the model. 
The results for the hierarchical multiple regression analysis for students attending 
sectarian institutions indicate that, for Model 3, background characteristics (block 1), service 
participation (block 2), faculty interaction (block 3), education major, social sciences major, 
humanities major, college service participation, and faculty guidance are statistically 
significant predictors of self-identified multicultural competency changes during college at p 
< .01.  Business major and socioeconomic status also are statistically significant predictors of 
self-identified multicultural competency development or change during college but at the p < 
.05 level.  The negative beta for business, education, social sciences, and humanities majors 
indicates that students with those majors are less likely to have self-identified multicultural 
development or changes during college.  The negative beta for socioeconomic status 
indicates that students with higher socioeconomic status also are less likely to have self-
identified multicultural competency changes.  The background characteristic, service 
participation, and faculty interaction variables account for 9% of the variance of the model. 
The results for the hierarchical multiple regression analysis for students attending 
sectarian institutions indicate that, for Model 4, background characteristics (block 1), service 
participation (block 2), faculty interaction (block 3), social interaction (block 4), education 
major, social sciences major, humanities major, college service participation, and faculty 
guidance are statistically significant predictors of self-identified multicultural competency 
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changes during college at p < .01.  Business major and socioeconomic status also are 
statistically significant predictors of self-identified multicultural competency development or 
change during college but at the p < .05 level.  The negative beta for business, education, 
social sciences, and humanities majors indicates that students with those majors are less 
likely to have self-identified multicultural development or changes during college.  The 
negative beta for socioeconomic status indicates that students with higher socioeconomic 
status also are less likely to have self-identified multicultural competency changes.  The 
background characteristic, service participation, faculty interaction, and social interaction 
variables account for 9% of the variance of the model. 
The results for the hierarchical multiple regression analysis for students attending 
sectarian institutions indicate that, for Model 5, background characteristics (block 1), service 
participation (block 2), faculty interaction (block 3), social interaction (block 4), race/ethnic 
interaction (block 5), education major, social science major, college service participation, 
faculty guidance, ethnic experiences in college, and group interaction in college are 
statistically significant predictors of self-identified multicultural competency changes during 
college at p < .01.  Humanities major and socioeconomic status also are statistically 
significant predictors of self-identified multicultural competency development or change 
during college but at the p < .05 level.  The negative beta for education, social sciences, and 
humanities majors indicates that students with those majors are less likely to have self-
identified multicultural development or changes during college.  The negative beta for 
socioeconomic status indicates that students with higher socioeconomic status also are less 
likely to have self-identified multicultural competency changes.  The background 
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characteristic, service participation, faculty interaction, social interaction, and race/ethnic 
interaction variables account for 13.8% of the variance of the model. 
 Summary of collegiate experiences inferential statistics. To summarize: 
1. Students from private sectarian institutions had a statistically significant higher 
participation in service, especially service-learning courses, than did students 
from private nonsectarian institutions. 
2. There was not a statistically significant difference in the amount or nature of 
faculty interaction between students attending private nonsectarian and private 
sectarian institutions. 
3. Students from private nonsectarian institutions participated in athletics and in 
Greek organizations at a statistically significant higher rate than did students from 
private sectarian institutions. 
4. Students from nonsectarian institutions reported statistically significant higher 
participation in college ethnic opportunities, including statistically significant 
higher rates of interaction with students from different ethnic groups and 
backgrounds, than did students from sectarian institutions. 
5. The dependent variable, self-identified multicultural competency, was composed 
of two constructs (multicultural goals and changes during college) as a result of 
factor analysis.  Students from nonsectarian institutions reported a statistically 
significant higher level of self-identified multicultural goals than did their peers at 
sectarian institutions.  There was no statistically significant difference in self-
identified multicultural competency changes during college between the two 
groups. 
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6. Gender, race/ethnicity, high school service participation, college service 
participation, faculty guidance, high school teacher interaction, and ethnic 
experiences in college were all observed to be predictors of self-identified 
multicultural goals development at a statistically significant level regardless of 
institution type.  Social science major, humanities major, socioeconomic status, 
athletic participation, and fraternity or sorority involvement were observed to 
have a negative impact on self-identified multicultural goals development at a 
statistically significant level regardless of institution type.  Overall GPA, highest 
degree aspirations, and mother‘s educational attainment were observed to be 
additional predictors of self-identified multicultural goal development at a 
statistically significant level for students attending private nonsectarian 
institutions. 
7. College service participation, faculty guidance, ethnic experiences in college, and 
race/ethnic group interaction in college were all observed to be predictors of self-
identified multicultural competency change during college at a statistically 
significant level regardless of institution type.  Many variables, including gender, 
race/ethnicity, business, education, social science, and humanities majors, overall 
GPA, father‘s educational attainment, and socioeconomic status, were observed to 
have a negative impact on self-identified multicultural competency change during 
college at a statistically significant level regardless of institution type.   
Summary 
 Chapter 4 presented an extensive description of the descriptive and inferential 
statistics of the study‘s sample.  Chapter 5 includes the findings of this study as seen through 
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the lens of related literature.  The final chapter also includes a discussion of implications and 
further recommendations for institutions interested in college student multicultural 
competency development. 
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CHAPTER 5. DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS, AND CONCLUSION 
 Chapter 5 summarizes the overall results of this study.  This chapter is divided into 
four sections: (a) a summary of the study, (b) a discussion of the quantitative findings, (c) 
implications for practice, and (d) a conclusion. 
Summary of the Study 
Chapter 1 introduced the notion that service, especially service-learning, has long 
been perceived as a venue for gaining a more comprehensive understanding of human 
diversity and the concern that college students‘ service experiences could be reinforcing 
negative social stereotypes instead of opening their eyes to issues of social justice and 
multiculturalism.  This chapter also articulated the concern that effects of service 
participation are difficult to assess, especially for higher education practitioners with little 
time, resources, or specific instruments for such an assessment.  Finally, Chapter 1 provided 
an overview to the guiding questions, null hypotheses, and significance of this study. 
Chapter 2 presented a review of the literature related to the topics of service and 
multicultural competency.  Specifically, it covered the evolution of service participation and 
service-learning in higher education and the connection between service participation and 
multicultural education or multicultural competency.  Chapter 2 included a review of 
literature regarding the theoretical framework, Kolb‘s (1984) theory of experiential learning, 
as well as literature regarding the two conceptual frameworks, Astin‘s (1991) I-E-O model of 
student impact and D. W. Sue et al.‘s (1982) concept of multicultural competency.  Kolb‘s 
theory of experiential learning is central to service participation, especially service-learning, 
because the service experience provides students with multiple opportunities to actively 
engage in a learning experience, contemplate or reflect on that experience from a variety of 
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perspectives, formulate ideas and integrate those ideas into their own self and world concept, 
and then incorporate and act on those new ideas.  The I-E-O model allows the researcher to 
examine which factors of the environment impacted multicultural competency development 
outcomes.  The tripartite mode of multicultural competency consists of awareness and 
sensitivity to one‘s own cultural heritage; knowledge of the history, experiences, and cultural 
values of various racial/ethnic group; and the skill to respond appropriately, both verbally 
and nonverbally.  D. W. Sue et al.‘s (1982) multicultural competency construct was useful in 
determining the relationship between certain environmental factors and college student 
multicultural development.  
Chapter 3 presented a description of the quantitative methodology used in this study.  
The research questions, hypotheses, research design, population, sample, variables, and 
methods of data analysis were included as part of the description of the complete 
methodology model used in the study. 
Chapter 4 presented the results of the quantitative analysis.  A comprehensive 
reporting of the demographics of the sample, including specific demographics by institution 
type, was included.  Results from the statistical analyses of the background characteristics 
and college experiences by institution type also were reported in this chapter.  Finally, the 
results of the hierarchical multiple regression analysis on the dependent variable, self-
identified multicultural competency, were provided. 
Chapter 5 summarizes the research and provides a discussion of the results with 
implications for practice. 
167 
Discussion of Findings 
 Kolb‘s (1984) theory of experiential learning provided the underlying assumption that 
one can learn through one‘s experiences, an assumption that was supported by the results of 
this study, which showed that certain collegiate experiences are factors that impact 
multicultural competency development.  Astin‘s (1991) I-E-O model of student impact was 
also supported by the results of this study, which showed that certain background experiences 
are factors that impact multicultural competency.  The sections below focus on the research 
results related to the dependent variable (multicultural competency), the background 
characteristics, and collegiate experiences in the context of the literature review. 
Multicultural Competency  
D. W. Sue et al.‘s (1982) concept of multicultural competency provided an excellent 
framework for this study.  There were 10 questions used in the 2003 Freshman Survey and 
the 2006–2007 College Senior Survey that allowed students to report their self-perceived 
multicultural awareness, knowledge, and skills; three of those questions were used on both 
surveys.  Students from both institution types reported positive changes in their knowledge, 
ability, and understanding of different cultures and a more critical viewpoint of diversity, but 
they also reported placing less importance on racial understanding and social change as a 
personal goal than in their first year of college.  One interesting finding is that, when the 
factor analysis was conducted, one of the constructs that emerged (multicultural goals) 
centered on students‘ self-reported future goals involving multicultural objectives (promoting 
racial understanding, work for social change, and improving self-understanding of other 
cultures, etc.).  This desire to affect multicultural change and growth internally and 
externally, although not part of D. W. Sue et al.‘s (1982) multicultural competency 
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framework, has been shown to be a product of service participation (Fenzel & Peyrot, 2005; 
Marchel, 2003; Pompa, 2002; Skilton-Sylvester & Erwin, 2000; Gray et al., 1999). 
Background Characteristics and Multicultural Competency 
Gender. The results from the study supported research that has shown that females 
are more apt to participate than males.  Females made up a majority of the sample population 
(62%), with a slightly higher female representation from sectarian institutions (65.1%) than 
from nonsectarian institutions (59.6%).  Men made up 38% of the sample, with a slightly 
higher representation in the nonsectarian institutions (40.4%) than in the sectarian institutions 
(34.9%).  Gender was also a statistically significant predictor of self-identified multicultural 
goal development for the entire sample and by institution type, but showed less effect on 
students‘ reported multicultural competency development or changes during college.   
Race/ethnicity. It was difficult to determine whether or not the study‘s results 
supported research indicating that White/Caucasian students engage in volunteering more 
than other racial groups.  White/Caucasian students made up the vast majority (78.9%) of the 
sample, with a higher representation in sectarian institutions (82.1%) than nonsectarian 
institutions (76.4%).  Among sectarian institutions, Black/African American students, 
Asian/Asian American students, and students of two or more race/ethnicities were the next 
largest race/ethnic minorities with a representation of 4%, 3.9%, and 3.9% respectively.  
Students identifying as Asian/Asian American (6%) and of two or more race/ethnicities 
(6.3%) were the next largest race/ethnic minorities represented in nonsectarian institutions.  
The lack of diversity in the student sample limited the degree of analysis.  However, 
race/ethnicity was found to be a statistically significant predictor of self-identified 
multicultural goals development for the entire sample and by institution type but had less 
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effect on students‘ reported multicultural competency development or changes during 
college.   
Academic interests. According to the literature, education, sociology, psychology, 
counseling and social work, and business and accounting majors were the academic majors 
most likely to incorporate service-learning (Rothman, 1998).  In the study sample, students 
tended to prefer majors in the humanities or the social sciences with additional preference 
toward business and education, regardless of institution type.  Their career preferences also 
tended toward business, other opportunities not listed, or professional fields such as law, 
medicine, or engineering.  However, when it came to multicultural competency, social 
science majors and humanities majors were observed to have a statistically significant 
negative impact on self-identified multicultural goals and competency development or 
changes during college regardless of institution type.  Having a business major had a 
statistically significant positive impact for self-identified multicultural goals development for 
the entire sample and for students at private nonsectarian institutions.   
Educational performance. Grade point average was included as an independent 
variable because of the research literature indicating that college students who volunteered 
had higher GPAs (Rosenbaum, 1997; Tartter, 1996).  Over 88% of the sample population had 
an overall GPA of 3.0 (B) or higher, and 91.7% of the sample population had a GPA in their 
academic major of 3.0 (B) or higher.  However, overall GPA was shown to be a statistically 
significant predictor of self-identified multicultural goals only rarely and actually was found 
to have a statistically significant negative impact on self-identified multicultural competency 
development or change during college for students attending private nonsectarian 
institutions. 
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Research had also shown that individuals with a bachelor‘s degree or higher 
participate in service at a higher rate (48%) than do individuals with no college experience 
(18%) or adults with less than a high school diploma (10%; Foster-Bey, 2008; Hyman & 
Levine, 2008).  Students in the sample population appeared to have high educational degree 
aspirations.  Only 8.1% of students attending nonsectarian institutions and only 10.8% of 
students attending sectarian institutions indicated that their educational aspirations were to 
attain a bachelor‘s degree.  A higher percentage of students attending both nonsectarian 
(43%) and sectarian (51.4%) institutions aspired to master‘s degrees.  Obtaining a Ph.D. or 
an Ed.D. was also popular for students attending both nonsectarian (22.8%) and sectarian 
(18.2%) institutions.  Degree aspirations was a statistically significant predictor of self-
identified multicultural goals development for the entire sample and for students from 
nonsectarian institutions, but not for students from sectarian institutions.  Degree aspirations 
had little influence on self-identified multicultural competency development or changes 
during college. 
Parents‘ educational attainment had an interesting impact on their students‘ self-
identified multicultural competency.  Approximately 82.8% of the students in the study 
indicated that their fathers had postsecondary education, and 82.6% of the students in the 
study indicated that their mothers had postsecondary education.  Fathers‘ careers tended to be 
in business, skilled labor, or professional fields, such as law, medicine, or engineering.  
Mothers were reported to have careers in business, education, homemaking, nursing, and 
other options not listed.  When it came to predicting multicultural competency, the mother‘s 
educational attainment had a statistically significant impact on their students‘ self-identified 
multicultural goals development for the entire sample and for students attending nonsectarian 
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institutions.  Father‘s educational attainments had a statistically significant negative impact 
on self-identified multicultural competency development or changes for the entire sample 
and for students attending nonsectarian institutions. 
Socioeconomic status. Students in this study came from fairly affluent backgrounds, 
as less than 50% of the families reported annual incomes under $60,000.  Socioeconomic 
status was depicted in the literature as an important predictor of the likelihood to participate 
in service and the actual participation in service, although not as strong a predictor as 
educational level.  Higher income families tended to participate in volunteer and community 
activities at a higher level than did middle, moderate, or low income families (Foster-Bey, 
2008).  Socioeconomic status was not a positive influence on self-identified multicultural 
competency, however.  The results of the study showed that socioeconomic status had a 
statistically significant negative impact on the development of self-identified multicultural 
goals and self-identified multicultural competency development or changes during college 
for the entire sample and especially for students attending sectarian institutions. 
Collegiate Experiences and Multicultural Competency 
Service participation. As detailed in Chapter 2, contradictory literature exists 
regarding the impact of service participation on multicultural competency.  Some researchers 
have asserted that service participation has a positive aspect on students‘ multicultural 
competency (Astin et al., 2000; Camacho, 2004; Kendall, 1990; Kiely, 2004; O‘Grady, 
2000).  Other literature has indicated that service participation reinforces negative stereotypes 
(Dunlap et al., 2007; Green, 2001; O‘Grady, 2000; Tilley-Lubbs, 2009).  Regarding service 
participation in college, 62.8% of the sample reported participating in volunteer or service 
opportunities frequently or occasionally.  The percentage of students participating in service 
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while attending sectarian institutions was slightly higher (64.7%) than for their counterparts 
attending nonsectarian institutions (61.3%).  Students attending sectarian institutions also 
reported performing community service as part of a class at a higher rate (60.7%) than did 
students attending nonsectarian institutions (43.8%); the rate for the total sample was 51.2%.  
The t test results indicate that there was a statistically significant difference in service 
participation between students from the two institution types.  The findings of this study 
indicate that service participation has a statistically significant impact on college students‘ 
self-identified multicultural goals development and self-identified multicultural competency 
development or changes during college.  College student service participation was second 
only to ethnic experiences in college as a college experience predictor of self-identified 
multicultural goals development for the entire sample and third behind faculty interaction and 
ethnic experiences in college when looking at predictors of self-identified multicultural 
competency development or changes during college.  The results were similar regardless of 
institution type. 
Faculty interaction. Studies on faculty interaction and multiculturalism typically have 
focused on course content, teaching styles, the racial or ethnic makeup of the faculty, or 
perceptions of the faculty role as part of larger institutional multicultural initiatives rather 
than the impact of faculty interaction on student multicultural development (Alexander, 
2007; Krishnamurthi, 2003; Roach, 1999).  The percentage of students attending 
nonsectarian institutions who interacted with faculty frequently or occasionally was slightly 
higher than for their counterparts attending sectarian institutions, but the t test results indicate 
that that difference was not statistically significant.  However, faculty interaction, particularly 
faculty guidance, was a statistically significant predictor of college student self-identified 
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multicultural competency and self-identified multicultural goals development.  As a college 
experience, faculty guidance was the strongest predictor of self-identified multicultural 
competency development or changes during college for the entire sample and for both 
institution types when analyzed separately.  Although still statistically significant, faculty 
guidance was not as strong of a predictor of college student self-identified multicultural goals 
development. 
Social interaction. Research literature on the impact of student involvement in student 
activities and multicultural competency development found that students who were more 
involved in their college experience had higher levels of multicultural competency 
development (Cheng & Zhao, 2006).  Student involvement in campus life for students from 
both nonsectarian and sectarian institutions appeared to be limited, so limited that only 
athletic involvement and Greek participation (along with high school involvement) were 
included in the factor analysis results.  Students from nonsectarian institutions participated in 
athletics and Greek organizations at a statistically significant higher rate than did their peers 
at sectarian institutions.  The results of the hierarchical multiple regression model indicate 
that participation in college athletics and Greek organizations had a statistically significant 
negative impact on the development of college student self-identified multicultural goals, 
regardless of institution type, but not a statistically significant impact on the development of 
self-identified multicultural competency development or changes during college. 
Race/ethnic interaction. The literature on forms of racial/ethnic interaction, including 
participation in service, racial/ethnic workshops, and interaction with diverse populations, 
found that such interactions led to positive cognitive and affective college student 
development.  Students from nonsectarian institutions showed a statistically significant 
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higher rate of interaction and involvement with students from different racial/ethnic 
backgrounds than did their sectarian counterparts.  As a predictor of self-identified 
multicultural goals development or self-identified multicultural competency development 
(changes during college), ethnic experiences in college was either the highest or second 
highest statistically significant college experience predictor regardless of institution type. 
Summary 
 The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between college student 
participation in service, whether it be community service, volunteerism, or service-learning, 
and the level that the students self-identify that they demonstrated multicultural competency.  
The results of this study suggest that there is an association between college student service 
participation and self-identified multicultural competency development. 
This study builds on previous research regarding service participation and 
multicultural competency.  Service, especially service-learning, has long been perceived as a 
venue for gaining a more comprehensive understanding of human diversity beyond issues of 
racial, ethnic, and gender differences and involving socioeconomic status, age, geographic, 
sexual orientation, and physical and mental abilities as well (Astin et al., 2000; Jacoby, 1996; 
Stanton et al., 1999).  Eyler and Giles (1999) found that service-learning experiences result in 
learning that helps students think critically about complex social situations and to look at life 
and the world in a new and different way.  Part of that learning includes engagement with 
individuals from different races, culture, and socioeconomic situations in a way that allows 
students to look beyond the stereotypes and explore issues of social justice (Eyler & Giles, 
1999; Jones, 2001).  The interaction with individuals from diverse backgrounds inherent in 
service participation can raise awareness of self and of others.  Service participation also 
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impacts the development of certain skills that are part of multicultural competency 
development, including learning how to critically reflect on one‘s experience, learning how 
to work collaboratively with others, and acquiring increased confidence and ease in working 
with others from diverse backgrounds (Kendall, 1990; O‘Grady, 2000).   
As shown in this study, student–faculty interaction and ethnic experiences in college, 
in addition to service participation, also are predictors of multicultural competency 
development.  When the academic rigor, faculty interaction, ethnic interaction, and reflection 
that is part of the service-learning pedagogy is implemented well, issues of power and 
privilege can be introduced and explored as part of the service-learning process and student 
participants can emerge from the experience with a desire to correct the inequalities and 
injustices in society.   
Implications for Practice  
Understanding what college experiences have an impact in college student 
multicultural development is essential for institutions desiring to educate future global 
citizens.  As shown in this study, faculty interaction and service participation are two 
collegiate experiences that have an impact on college student self-identified multicultural 
development.  Small, private liberal arts colleges are fertile grounds for those two particular 
collegiate experiences because they view service as a means of fulfilling their mission to 
nurture the values and character of students in order to produce an engaged and educated 
citizenry (Hendricksen, 2000; Stanton et al., 1999).  The missions of small, private, sectarian 
and nonsectarian higher education institutions often emphasize service as a means to achieve 
their mission, and, as well, the smaller institution size allows for close student and faculty 
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interaction by which the incorporation of service can lead to a dynamic holistic learning 
experience (Schaffer, 2004).   
Having a useful construct or framework to assess college students‘ knowledge of, 
understanding of, and ability to work with others who are different than themselves also is 
helpful for those same institutions.  By utilizing the CIRP Freshman Survey, which has 
collected data on over 13 million students at over 1,900 institutions during its 44-year history 
and is the largest American study of higher education, and using D. W. Sue et al.‘s (1982) 
multicultural competency framework, this study attempted to construct a reproducible way 
for higher education practitioners to access college student service participation and 
multicultural development using a reliable survey instrument already in use on their campus 
(HERI, 2011a, 2011b).   
The findings of this study provide various implications for policy and practices at 
small, private, liberal arts institutions.   
1. College student service participation should be an integral part of the college 
experience. 
2. Service-learning initiatives should be established and supported at small, private 
liberal arts colleges and universities interested in developing the multicultural 
competency of their students because it combines academic content, faculty 
interaction, and experiential learning found to be conducive to multicultural 
competency development. 
3. Special attention should be paid to the development of service-learning initiatives 
in the fields of humanities and the social sciences as well as business.  The 
negative impact of these majors on college student self-identified multicultural 
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competency development is of concern given that the academic content of these 
majors should provide a positive context for the exploration of issues of power 
and privilege.  The development of service-learning initiatives could reverse the 
negative impact by contextualizing the academic content and exposing this sizable 
percentage of the student population to issues of power and privilege. 
4. The focus of service and service-learning should be on issues of social justice, not 
charity.  This focus is especially important given the affluent, White/Caucasian 
majority student population of small, private institutions.   
5. College student ethnic experiences were reported to have a positive impact on 
self-identified multicultural competency development, but if the institution has a 
homogeneous (White/Caucasian) population, service participation could be a 
positive substitute or complementary experience.  Students involved in Greek 
organizations or athletics are known to participate in service, but they should be 
especially encouraged to engage in service-learning with a reflection component.  
Applications of this Study 
 The findings of this study can be useful to student affairs professionals, faculty, and 
even administrators at institutions of higher education, particularly small, private liberal arts 
colleges and universities.  Administrators of service programs or multicultural programs 
might also find this study useful. 
 For faculty, staff, or administrators responsible for service programs or service-
learning initiatives, understanding how the construction, implementation, and reflection 
component of those service opportunities can have a significant impact on how students 
obtain their awareness and sensitivity to their own cultural heritage, knowledge of the 
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history, experiences, and cultural values of various racial/ethnic groups and the skill to 
respond appropriately, both verbally and nonverbally, is essential if the service experience is 
to have a real impact on the student‘s ability to value and respect differences.  Service 
experiences, including service-learning experiences, without the intention of addressing 
issues of social justice is charity work that has the potential of reinforcing negative 
stereotypes. 
Recommendations for Future Research 
 There are many unanswered questions or possible avenues for future research on the 
topic of college student multicultural competency development and the college experience.  
As noted in Chapter 1, this study did not differentiate community service, volunteerism, and 
service-learning experiences.  Comparing or contrasting these three forms of service and 
their impact on college student multicultural competency development, quantitatively or 
qualitatively, would be a possible research opportunity.  This study was quantitative in 
nature, and further study of college student multicultural development using qualitative 
research methodology is merited. 
A particularly exciting topic for future research would be in the area of institutional 
culture and multicultural competency development.  The comparison of small, private 
sectarian and nonsectarian institutions involved in this study yielded interesting results and 
further research into the impact the institutional culture of private institutions has on college 
student multicultural development might be warranted.  The challenges faced by private 
institutions include facilitating organizational change amid resistance and limited resources, 
divergent opinions on whether resources should be invested in multicultural education and 
diversity, and the different subcultures within each institution (Vogelgesang, 2004).  The 
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particular nature and culture of sectarian institutions also may prove to be interesting 
research opportunities given that institutional religious affiliations can take several forms and 
have differing effects on institutional culture.  Students involved in service programs at 
sectarian institutions tend to gravitate to those programs due to the natural relationship 
between altruism and religion or as a means to explore new and different ways to express 
their spirituality (Bernt, 1989; McCrohan & Bernt, 2004).  HERI does allow for a further 
breakdown of private institutions by their selectivity that would allow for additional 
quantitative research opportunities.  Further research on the culture of small, private sectarian 
and nonsectarian institutions and college student multicultural development may be useful 
for higher education practitioners and scholars alike. 
Examining the impact of different academic majors on college students‘ multicultural 
competency development might also be in order given the negative effects of the social 
science majors, humanities majors, and occasionally the business and education majors on 
the self-identified multicultural competency development of the college students in this 
study.  The academic inertia in the humanities and social sciences at small private 
institutions, coupled with limited resources, faculty development, and administrative support, 
also sometimes hinders the development of service programs at institutions where otherwise 
there is fertile ground for service program development (Sigmon, 1996; Wutzdorff & Giles, 
1997).  Additional research into how specific majors impact multicultural competency 
development could prove interesting. 
In this study, participation in athletics and fraternities and sororities was found to 
have a negative impact on the self-identified multicultural development of college students.  
Given these results, further studies on the impact of different college experiences on the 
180 
multicultural development of college students may be in order.  A study conducted by Cheng 
and Zhao (2006) focusing on the impact of student involvement in student activities and 
multicultural competency development found that student involvement in college activities 
and organizations has the potential to contribute to their multicultural competency depending 
on the degree of their participation.  Further research into athletic participation, Greek 
participation, and other college activities and their impact on college student multicultural 
competency development could prove insightful. 
Conclusion 
Service, especially service-learning, can provide a rich educational experience 
designed to develop multicultural competency.   
Carefully executed, a service-learning program provides a laboratory for developing 
civic skills, provides an opportunity for citizens to service the community, provides 
nurturing for the character of the individual, provides a good in the community being 
served, and provides rich experience which can greatly enhance learning in itself, and 
which informs more traditional classroom-based coursework. (Hendricksen, 2000, p 
32) 
In general, this study supports the value of service participation and the development of 
service initiatives, especially the value of service-learning, as a means to develop the 
multicultural competency of today‘s college students.   
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APPENDIX D. T TESTS 
Institution Type Analysis (Collegiate Experiences) 
T Test for High School Volunteer Participation 
Institution type statistics 
 
Institution Type  N M SD 
Std. error 
mean  
High school 
volunteer   0   5,420 8.3120 2.29915 .031123  
participation  1   3,890 8.3311 2.41724 .03876  
Independent samples test        
 Levene‘s test of   T test for equality of means 
 equality of 
 variances    Sig. Mean Std.error 
95% CI of the 
 difference  
 F p t df (2-tailed) difference difference Lower Upper 
Equal 
variances 
assumed 
9.407 .002 –.387 9308 .699 –.01911 .04937 -.11588 .07765 
Equal 
variances not 
assumed 
  –.384 8121.588 .701 –.01911 .04977 –.11668 .07846 
 
 
 
T Test for College Service Participation 
Institution type statistics 
 
Institution Type  N M SD 
Std. error 
mean  
College 
service   
 0   
5,643 5.3496 2.09281 .02786 
 
participation  1   4,010 5.6257 2.12206 .03351  
Independent samples test        
 Levene‘s test of   T test for equality of means 
 equality of 
 variances    Sig. Mean Std.error 
95% CI of the 
 difference  
 F p t df (2-tailed) difference difference Lower Upper 
Equal 
variances 
assumed 
.183 .669 –6.349 9651 .000 –.27605 .04348 –.36127 –.19083 
Equal 
variances not 
assumed 
  –6.334 8560.173 .000 –.27605 .04358 –.36147 –.19062 
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T Test for Faculty Guidance 
Institution type statistics 
 
Institution Type  N M SD 
Std. error 
mean  
Faculty   0   5,502 22.41 4.50165 .06069  
guidance  1   3,942 22.5119 4.50957 .07183  
Independent samples test        
 Levene‘s test of   T test for equality of means 
 equality of 
 variances    Sig. Mean Std.error 
95% CI of the 
 difference  
 F p t df (2-tailed) difference difference Lower Upper 
Equal 
variances 
assumed 
.000 .989 –1.084 9442 .278 –.10189 .09400 –.28616 .08238 
Equal 
variances not 
assumed 
  –1.084 8480.378 .279 –.10189 .09403 –.28622 .08244 
 
 
 
T Test for High School Teacher Interaction 
Institution type statistics 
 
Institution Type  N M SD 
Std. 
error 
mean  
High school 
teacher   0   5,433 9.8577 1.87491 .02544  
interaction  1   3,873 9.4653 1.84998 .02973  
Independent samples test        
 Levene‘s test of   T test for equality of means 
 equality of 
 variances    Sig. Mean Std.error 
95% CI of the 
 difference  
 F p t df (2-tailed) difference difference Lower Upper 
Equal 
variances 
assumed 
.434 .510 10.008 9304 .000 .39245 .03921 .31559 .46931 
Equal 
variances not 
assumed 
  –10.031 8405.774 .000 .39245 .03912 .31576 .46914 
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T Test for Duration of Time Interacting with College/High School Faculty 
Institution Type Statistics 
 
Institution Type  N M SD 
Std. 
error 
mean  
Duration of   0   5,659 4.8208 1.62498 .02160  
time  1   4,023 4.8156 1.74686 .02754  
Independent samples test        
 Levene‘s test of   T test for equality of means 
 equality of 
 variances    Sig. Mean Std.error 
95% CI of the 
 difference  
 F p t df (2-tailed) difference difference Lower Upper 
Equal 
variances 
assumed 
10.902 .001 .152 9680 .879 .00526 .03458 –.06252 .07303 
Equal 
variances not 
assumed 
  .150 8226.231 .881 .00526 .03500 –.06336 .07387 
 
 
 
T Test for Athletic Participation 
Institution Type Statistics 
 
Institution Type  N M SD 
Std. 
error 
mean  
Athletic   0   5,359 14.6270 4.48054 .06121  
participation  1   3,845 14.1540 4.56354 .07360  
Independent samples test        
 Levene‘s test of   T test for equality of means 
 equality of 
 variances    Sig. Mean Std.error 
95% CI of the 
 difference  
 F p t df (2-tailed) difference difference Lower Upper 
Equal 
variances 
assumed 
2.073 .150 4.957 9202 .000 .47302 .09543 .28595 .66008 
Equal 
variances not 
assumed 
  4.942 8189.494 .000 .47302 .09572 .28538 .66065 
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T Test for High School Involvement 
Institution Type Statistics 
 
Institution Type  N M SD 
Std. 
error 
mean  
Athletic   0   5,425 9.1298 2.39178 .03247  
participation  1   3,883 8.7911 2.53098 .04062  
Independent samples test        
 Levene‘s test of   T test for equality of means 
 equality of 
 variances    Sig. Mean Std.error 
95% CI of the 
 difference  
 F p t df (2-tailed) difference difference Lower Upper 
Equal 
variances 
assumed 
17.52 .000 6.573 9306 .000 .33863 .05152 .23764 .43961 
Equal 
variances not 
assumed 
  6.512 8070.747 .000 .33863 .05200 .23669 .44057 
 
 
 
T Test for Fraternity or Sorority Involvement 
Institution Type Statistics 
 
Institution Type  N M SD 
Std. 
error 
mean  
Fraternity or 
sorority  0   5,513 3.5034 1.31463 .01771  
involvement  1   3,943 2.8486 1.02067 .01625  
Independent samples test        
 Levene‘s test of   T test for equality of means 
 equality of 
 variances    Sig. Mean Std.error 
95% CI of the 
 difference  
 F p t df (2-tailed) difference difference Lower Upper 
Equal 
variances 
assumed 
605.777 .000 26.143 9454 .000 .65476 .02505 .60567 .70386 
Equal 
variances not 
assumed 
  27.242 9391.021 .000 .65476 .02404 .60765 .70188 
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T Test for Ethnic Experiences in College 
Institution Type Statistics 
 
Institution Type  N M SD 
Std. 
error 
mean  
Ethnic 
experiences  0   5,439 27.8669 7.20104 .09764  
in college  1   3,908 24.9834 7.57196 .12112  
Independent samples test        
 Levene‘s test of   T test for equality of means 
 equality of 
 variances    Sig. Mean Std.error 
95% CI of the 
 difference  
 F p t df (2-tailed) difference difference Lower Upper 
Equal 
variances 
assumed 
6.905 .009 18.687 9345 .000 2.88352 .15431 2.58105 
3.1859
9 
Equal 
variances not 
assumed 
  18.534 8159.250 .000 2.88352 .15558 2.57854 
3.1885
0 
 
 
 
T Test for Group Interaction in College 
Institution Type Statistics 
 
Institution Type  N M SD 
Std. 
error 
mean  
Group 
interaction  0   5,585 15.3567 3.85053 .05152  
in college  1   3,970 13.9511 3.93748 .06249  
Independent samples test        
 Levene‘s test of   T test for equality of means 
 equality of 
 variances    Sig. Mean Std.error 
95% CI of the 
 difference  
 F p t df (2-tailed) difference difference Lower Upper 
Equal 
variances 
assumed 
.944 .331 17.419 9553 .000 1.40554 .08069 1.24737 1.56370 
Equal 
variances not 
assumed 
  17.354 8430.249 .000 1.40554 .08099 1.24677 1.56430 
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T Test for Negative Interactions 
Institution Type Statistics 
 
Institution Type  N M SD 
Std. 
error 
mean  
Negative   0   5,462 12.0998 2.58000 .03491  
interactions  1   3,909 12.2551 2.62920 .04205  
Independent samples test        
 Levene‘s test of   T test for equality of means 
 equality of 
 variances    Sig. Mean Std.error 
95% CI of the 
 difference  
 F p t df (2-tailed) difference difference Lower Upper 
Equal 
variances 
assumed 
3.792 .052 –2.850 9369 .004 –.15527 .05448 –.26207 –.04847 
Equal 
variances not 
assumed 
  –2.841 8321.991 .005 –.15527 .05465 –.26241 –.04814 
 
 
 
T Test for Other Group Interactions 
Institution Type Statistics 
 
Institution Type  N M SD 
Std. 
error 
mean  
Other group   0   5,627 13.2287 1.85363 .02471  
interactions  1   4,010 12.3239 2.12166 .03350  
Independent samples test        
 Levene‘s test of   T test for equality of means 
 equality of 
 variances    Sig. Mean Std.error 
95% CI of the 
 difference  
 F p t df (2-tailed) difference difference Lower Upper 
Equal 
variances 
assumed 
107.583 .000 22.228 9635 .000 .90478 .04070 .82499 .98457 
Equal 
variances not 
assumed 
  21.733 7892.551 .000 .90478 .04163 .82317 .98639 
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T Test for Multicultural Goals 
Institution Type Statistics 
 
Institution Type  N M SD 
Std. 
error 
mean  
Multicultural   0   5,161 10.8239 2.36753 .03296  
goals  1   3,711 10.3746 2.26715 .03722  
Independent samples test        
 Levene‘s test of   T test for equality of means 
 equality of 
 variances    Sig. Mean Std.error 
95% CI of the 
 difference  
 F p t df (2-tailed) difference difference Lower Upper 
Equal 
variances 
assumed 
9.974 .002 8.975 8870 .000 .44931 .05006 .35117 .54745 
Equal 
variances not 
assumed 
  9.039 8189.124 .000 .44931 .04971 .35186 .54675 
 
 
 
T Test for Changes During College 
Institution Type Statistics 
 
Institution Type  N M SD 
Std. 
error 
mean  
Changes during   0   5,608 12.0068 1.93426 .02583  
college  1   4,011 11.9574 1.91774 .03028  
Independent samples test        
 Levene‘s test of   T test for equality of means 
 equality of 
 variances    Sig. Mean Std.error 
95% CI of the 
 difference  
 F p t df (2-tailed) difference difference Lower Upper 
Equal 
variances 
assumed 
.204 .651 1.240 9617 .215 .04941 .03986 –.02872 .12754 
Equal 
variances not 
assumed 
  1.241 8681.352 .214 .04941 .03980 -.02861 .12743 
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APPENDIX E. MODEL SUMMARY 
Hierarchical Regression Models 
 
 
Predictors of Multicultural Goals  
Model R R
2
  
Adjusted 
R
2
 
Std. error of 
the estimate 
Change statistics 
R
2
 change F change df1 df2 Sig. F change 
1 .407 .165 .164 2.12441 .165 96.771 12 5864 .000 
2 .470 .221 .219 2.05253 .056 209.966 2 5862 .000 
3 .488 .238 .236 2.03063 .017 43.367 3 5859 .000 
4 .499 .249 .246 2.01657 .011 28.330 3 5856 .000 
5 .528 .279 .276 1.97667 .030 60.699 4 5852 .000 
 
 
 
 
Predictors of Multicultural Competency Development Changes During College 
Model R R
2
  
Adjusted 
R
2
 
Std. error of 
the estimate 
Change statistics 
R
2
 change F change df1 df2 Sig. F change 
1 .122 .015 .013 1.88301 .015 7.562 12 5971 .000 
2 .165 .027 .025 1.87148 .012 37.879 2 5969 .000 
3 .288 .083 .080 1.81784 .055 120.163 3 5966 .000 
4 .289 .084 .081 1.81745 .001 1.838 3 5963 .138 
5 .371 .137 .134 1.76386 .054 92.974 4 5959 .000 
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Predictors of Multicultural Goals for Students Attending Private Nonsectarian Institutions 
Model 
R 
R
2
 
Adjusted 
R
2
 
Std. error 
of the 
estimate 
Change statistics 
Recoded 
stratification 
=  private 
nonsectarian 
(selected) 
Recoded 
stratification 
~= private 
nonsectarian 
(unselected) 
R
2
 
change 
F 
change df1 df2 
Sig. F 
change 
1 .412  .170 .167 2.14959 .170 59.299 12 3485 .000 
2 .477 
 
.228 .225 2.07363 .058 131.00
7 
2 3483 .000 
3 .494  .244 .240 2.05228 .016 25.281 3 3480 .000 
4 .509  .259 .254 2.03325 .015 22.809 3 3477 .000 
5 .537 .494 .288 .283 1.99329 .030 36.204 4 3473 .000 
 
 
 
 
Predictors of Multicultural Competency Development Changes During College for Students 
Attending Private Nonsectarian Institutions 
Model 
R 
R
2
 
Adjusted 
R
2
 
Std. error 
of the 
estimate 
Change statistics 
Recoded 
stratification 
=  private 
nonsectarian 
(selected) 
Recoded 
stratification 
~= private 
nonsectarian 
(unselected) 
R
2
 
change 
F 
change df1 df2 
Sig. F 
change 
1 .120  .014 .011 1.88645 .014 4.309 12 3533 .000 
2 .163  .027 .023 1.87537 .012 21.935 2 3531 .000 
3 .284  .081 .076 1.82337 .054 69.090 3 3528 .000 
4 .287  .083 .077 1.82214 .002 2.598 3 3525 .051 
5 .368 .363 .135 .129 1.77018 .053 53.493 4 3521 .000 
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Predictors of Multicultural Goals for Students Attending Private Sectarian Institutions 
Model 
R 
R
2
 
Adjusted 
R
2
 
Std. error 
of the 
estimate 
Change statistics 
Recoded 
stratification 
=  private 
sectarian 
(selected) 
Recoded 
stratification 
~= private 
sectarian 
(unselected) 
R
2
 
change 
F 
change df1 df2 
Sig. F 
change 
1 .380  .144 .140 2.08416 .144 33.183 12 2366 .000 
2 .452  .204 .200 2.01017 .060 89.692 2 2364 .000 
3 .474  .224 .219 1.98596 .020 20.325 3 2361 .000 
4 .485  .235 .229 1.97306 .011 11.323 3 2358 .000 
5 .511 .518 .261 .254 1.94122 .026 20.497 4 2354 .000 
 
 
 
 
Predictors of Multicultural Competency Development Changes During College for Students 
Attending Private Sectarian Institutions 
Model 
R 
R
2
 
Adjusted 
R
2
 
Std. error 
of the 
estimate 
Change statistics 
Recoded 
stratification 
=  private 
sectarian 
(selected) 
Recoded 
stratification 
~= private 
sectarian 
(unselected) 
R
2
 
change 
F 
change df1 df2 
Sig. F 
change 
1 .151  .023 .018 1.87304 .023 4.704 12 2425 .000 
2 .200  .040 .034 1.85737 .017 21.539 2 2423 .000 
3 .310  .096 .090 1.80301 .056 50.434 3 2420 .000 
4 .312  .097 .090 1.80331 .001 .732 3 2417 .533 
5 .383 .348 .146 .138 1.75485 .049 34.837 4 2413 .000 
 APPENDIX F. CORRELATION TABLES 
Table F.1  
Pearson Correlations: Multicultural Goals for Entire Sample 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 
1. Multicultural goals — .175 .206 .031 .190 .049 –.105 –.205 .065 .165 .044 .062 –.075 
2. Sex  — .018 –.008 .100 –.114 –.057 .024 .124 –.011 –.048 –.031 –.058 
3. Race/ethnicity   — .027 .022 .035 –.026 –.029 –.099 .052 –.099 –.090 –.212 
4. Science major     — –.170 –.098 –.196 –.251 –.048 –.243 –.047 –.033 –.024 
5. Bus major      — –.102 –.203 –.261 .061 .182 .053 .065 –.024 
6. Educ major       — –.117 –.150 –.026 .065 .116 .086 .089 
7. SocSci major        — –.301 .004 –.029 –.035 –.033 –.026 
8. Humanities major         — –.023 –.117 –.099 –.077 –.058 
9. GPA         — .160 .058 .044 .036 
10. Degree aspirations           — .095 .093 .035 
11. Father education            — .503 .391 
12. Mother education             — .323 
13. Parents‘ income             — 
14. HS volunteer particip              
15. College service particip              
16. Faculty guidance              
17. HS teacher interact              
18. F/S duration of time              
19. Athletic participation              
20. HS involvement              
21. Greek involvement              
22. Ethnic exp––college              
23. College ethnic interact.              
24. Negative ethnic interact              
25. Other group interaction              
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Table F.1 (continued) 
 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 
1. Multicultural goals .274 .215 .157 .233 .111 –.102 .273 –.025 .313 .225 –.125 .167 
2. Sex .207 .139 .095 .069 –.028 –.227 .168 –.050 .015 .023 .102 .050 
3. Race/ethnicity .053 –.001 –.030 .042 .062 –.109 .063 –.016 .287 .202 –.253 .034 
4. Science major  –.059 –.029 –.118 –.027 –.083 –.020 –.005 –.047 –.019 –.022 –.054 –.046 
5. Bus major  .086 .044 .105 .120 .082 –.081 .099 –.009 .093 .093 .018 .111 
6. Educ major  .011 –.059 –.036 .031 .049 .034 .044 .074 .057 .028 –.012 .066 
7. SocSci major  –.032 –.085 .009 –.021 .019 –.032 –.015 –.028 –.032 –.005 .019 –.018 
8. Humanities major  –.072 .043 –.001 –.114 –.028 .045 –.144 –.018 –.109 –.095 .046 –.092 
9. GPA .082 .048 .148 .036 .012 –.105 .121 –.072 –.042 –.007 .128 .050 
10. Degree aspirations  .152 .110 .213 .150 .148 .017 .179 .070 .134 .099 –.018 .126 
11. Father education  .036 .010 –.034 .088 .001 .117 .054 .085 .044 .026 .019 .054 
12. Mother education  .008 .022 –.028 .072 .013 .107 .057 .060 .060 .028 –.002 .062 
13. Parents‘ income .022 .007 –.030 .018 –.023 .188 .044 .128 –.039 –.067 .037 .017 
14. HS volunteer particip — .276 .129 .275 .123 –.035 .436 .042 .134 .126 –.009 .100 
15. College service particip  — .189 .131 .189 .038 .169 .068 .121 .122 –.070 .025 
16. Faculty guidance   — .202 .368 –.005 .158 .020 .159 .128 –.045 .118 
17. HS teacher interact    — .238 .045 .362 .069 .169 .157 –.064 .122 
18. F/S duration of time     — .057 .147 .042 .167 .155 –.141 .040 
19. Athletic participation      — –.063 .132 .057 .021 –.042 .033 
20. HS involvement       — .135 .165 .149 –.059 .158 
21. Greek involvement        — .062 .025 –.042 .106 
22. Ethnic exp––college         — .616 –.387 .380 
23. College ethnic interact.          — –.209 .423 
24. Negative ethnic interact           — –.050 
25. Other group interaction            — 
 
 
 
  20
2
 
  
Table F.2  
Significance (1-tailed): Multicultural Goals for Entire Sample 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 
1. Multicultural goals — .000 .000 .009 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
2. Sex  — .081 .277 .000 .000 .000 .035 .000 .198 .000 .008 .000 
3. Race/ethnicity   — .020 .045 .004 .025 .014 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
4. Science major     — .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .006 .035 
5. Bus major      — .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .031 
6. Educ major       — .000 .000 .022 .000 .000 .000 .000 
7. SocSci major        — .000 .386 .014 .003 .006 .025 
8. Humanities major         — .037 .000 .000 .000 .000 
9. GPA         — .000 .000 .000 .003 
10. Degree aspirations           — .000 .000 .003 
11. Father education            — .000 .000 
12. Mother education             — .000 
13. Parents‘ income             — 
14. HS volunteer particip              
15. College service particip              
16. Faculty guidance              
17. HS teacher interact              
18. F/S duration of time              
19. Athletic participation              
20. HS involvement              
21. Greek involvement              
22. Ethnic exp––college              
23. College ethnic interact.              
24. Negative ethnic interact              
25. Other group interaction              
 
  
2
0
3
 
  
 
Table F.2 (continued) 
 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 
1. Multicultural goals .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .027 .000 .000 .000 .000 
2. Sex .000 .000 .000 .000 .017 .000 .000 .000 .124 .039 .000 .000 
3. Race/ethnicity .000 .485 .010 .001 .000 .000 .000 .106 .000 .000 .000 .005 
4. Science major  .000 .012 .000 .019 .000 .065 .354 .000 .068 .047 .000 .000 
5. Bus major  .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .245 .000 .000 .083 .000 
6. Educ major  .198 .000 .003 .008 .000 .004 .000 .000 .000 .017 .188 .000 
7. SocSci major  .007 .000 .241 .051 .078 .007 .124 .016 .007 .352 .073 .085 
8. Humanities major  .000 .001 .476 .000 .015 .000 .000 .090 .000 .000 .000 .000 
9. GPA .000 .000 .000 .003 .173 .000 .000 .000 .001 .309 .000 .000 
10. Degree aspirations  .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .099 .000 .000 .000 .000 .086 .000 
11. Father education  .003 .231 .004 .000 .480 .000 .000 .000 .000 .025 .069 .000 
12. Mother education  .259 .048 .017 .000 .156 .000 .000 .000 .000 .016 .454 .000 
13. Parents‘ income .050 .285 .011 .088 .037 .000 .000 .000 .001 .000 .002 .097 
14. HS volunteer particip — .000 .000 .000 .000 .004 .000 .001 .000 .000 .237 .000 
15. College service particip  — .000 .000 .000 .002 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .028 
16. Faculty guidance   — .000 .000 .346 .000 .059 .000 .000 .000 .000 
17. HS teacher interact    — .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
18. F/S duration of time     — .000 .000 .001 .000 .000 .000 .001 
19. Athletic participation      — .000 .000 .000 .050 .001 .006 
20. HS involvement       —. .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
21. Greek involvement        — .000 .029 .001 .000 
22. Ethnic exp––college         — .000 .000 .000 
23. College ethnic interact.          — .000 .000 
24. Negative ethnic interact           — .000 
25. Other group interaction            — 
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Table F.3  
Pearson Correlations: College Changes for Entire Sample 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 
1. Multicultural goals — .000 .039 .019 .042 –.008 –.048 –.048 –.005 .053 –.047 –.027 –.054 
2. Sex  — .018 –.008 .099 –.113 –.059 .023 .125 –.010 –.049 –.031 –.058 
3. Race/ethnicity   — .027 .023 .032 –.026 –.028 –.104 .052 –.100 –.091 –.214 
4. Science major     — –.169 –.098 –.194 –.250 –.048 –.244 –.046 –.032 –.024 
5. Bus major      — –.102 –.202 –.260 .060 .185 .050 .063 –.027 
6. Educ major       — –.117 –.151 –.023 .066 .113 .083 .086 
7. SocSci major        — –.299 .001 –.027 –.035 –.033 –.023 
8. Humanities major         — –.022 –.116 –.095 –.078 –.056 
9. GPA         — .163 .062 .044 .040 
10. Degree aspirations           — .093 .091 .034 
11. Father education            — .503 .392 
12. Mother education             — .323 
13. Parents‘ income             — 
14. HS volunteer particip              
15. College service particip              
16. Faculty guidance              
17. HS teacher interact              
18. F/S duration of time              
19. Athletic participation              
20. HS involvement              
21. Greek involvement              
22. Ethnic exp––college              
23. College ethnic interact.              
24. Negative ethnic interact              
25. Other group interaction              
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Table F.3 (continued) 
 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 
1. Multicultural goals .059 .115 .251 .084 .103 .027 .060 .019 .271 .229 –.119 .138 
2. Sex .205 .140 .096 .070 –.024 –.223 .164 –.048 .016 .023 .101 .052 
3. Race/ethnicity .057 .002 –.028 .043 .067 –.110 .063 –.015 .284 .202 –.256 .031 
4. Science major  –.061 –.029 –.117 –.029 –.083 –.022 –.008 –.049 –.019 –.018 –.054 –.046 
5. Bus major  .087 .045 .107 .120 .082 –.084 .101 –.007 .090 .091 .016 .108 
6. Educ major  .012 –.059 –.035 .030 .046 .032 .044 .075 .058 .030 –.013 .066 
7. SocSci major  –.037 –.087 .006 –.022 .020 –.029 –.015 –.028 –.033 –.003 .014 –.016 
8. Humanities major  –.069 .042 –.002 –.115 –.029 .043 –.145 –.019 –.109 –.098 .050 –.091 
9. GPA .081 .047 .152 .036 .015 –.106 .122 –.072 –.043 –.012 .129 .047 
10. Degree aspirations  .157 .109 .214 .150 .147 .011 .182 .070 .130 .094 –.017 .125 
11. Father education  .037 .008 –.032 .087 .002 .117 .055 .081 .046 .028 .021 .057 
12. Mother education  .007 .022 –.026 .073 .013 .109 .057 .063 .061 .028 .002 .063 
13. Parents‘ income .019 .004 –.030 .018 –.025 .188 .045 .124 –.039 –.067 .038 .016 
14. HS volunteer particip — .273 .130 .277 .124 –.034 .438 .043 .136 .129 –.011 .101 
15. College service particip  — .189 .131 .185 .039 .171 .071 .123 .121 –.072 .025 
16. Faculty guidance   — .201 .365 –.007 .161 .023 .158 .125 –.045 .118 
17. HS teacher interact    — .237 .044 .366 .070 .167 .156 –.062 .120 
18. F/S duration of time     — .053 .148 .040 .167 .152 –.144 .039 
19. Athletic participation      — –.062 .133 .059 .022 –.041 .034 
20. HS involvement       — .137 .164 .148 –.058 .155 
21. Greek involvement        — .060 .022 –.041 .104 
22. Ethnic exp––college         — .618 –.387 .378 
23. College ethnic interact.          — –.211 .421 
24. Negative ethnic interact           — –.046 
25. Other group interaction            — 
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Table F.4  
Significance (1-tailed): College Changes for Entire Sample 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 
1. Multicultural goals — .492 .001 .067 .001 .258 .000 .000 .346 .000 .000 .019 .000 
2. Sex  — .088 .269 .000 .000 .000 .035 .000 .223 .000 .009 .000 
3. Race/ethnicity   — .020 .035 .007 .020 .014 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
4. Science major     — .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .007 .032 
5. Bus major      — .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .020 
6. Educ major       — .000 .000 .035 .000 .000 .000 .000 
7. SocSci major        — .000 .475 .018 .004 .006 .037 
8. Humanities major         — .044 .000 .000 .000 .000 
9. GPA         — .000 .000 .000 .001 
10. Degree aspirations           — .000 .000 .004 
11. Father education            — .000 .000 
12. Mother education             — .000 
13. Parents‘ income             — 
14. HS volunteer particip              
15. College service particip              
16. Faculty guidance              
17. HS teacher interact              
18. F/S duration of time              
19. Athletic participation              
20. HS involvement              
21. Greek involvement              
22. Ethnic exp––college              
23. College ethnic interact.              
24. Negative ethnic interact              
25. Other group interaction              
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Table F.4 (continued) 
 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 
1. Multicultural goals .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .018 .000 .075 .000 .000 .000 .000 
2. Sex .000 .000 .000 .000 .031 .000 .000 .000 .109 .039 .000 .000 
3. Race/ethnicity .000 .451 .015 .000 .000 .000 .000 .125 .000 .000 .000 .009 
4. Science major  .000 .013 .000 .011 .000 .046 .267 .000 .076 .084 .000 .000 
5. Bus major  .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .293 .000 .000 .109 .000 
6. Educ major  .180 .000 .003 .010 .000 .006 .000 .000 .000 .010 .158 .000 
7. SocSci major  .002 .000 .325 .047 .057 .012 .128 .014 .006 .406 .141 .107 
8. Humanities major  .000 .001 .428 .000 .012 .000 .000 .069 .000 .000 .000 .000 
9. GPA .000 .000 .000 .003 .129 .000 .000 .000 .000 .171 .000 .000 
10. Degree aspirations  .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .205 .000 .000 .000 .000 .094 .000 
11. Father education  .002 .259 .006 .000 .430 .000 .000 .000 .000 .016 .051 .000 
12. Mother education  .288 .044 .022 .000 .152 .000 .000 .000 .000 .016 .431 .000 
13. Parents‘ income .067 .374 .011 .079 .025 .000 .000 .000 .001 .000 .002 .105 
14. HS volunteer particip — .000 .000 .000 .000 .004 .000 .000 .000 .000 .199 .000 
15. College service particip  — .000 .000 .000 .001 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .027 
16. Faculty guidance   — .000 .000 .289 .000 .035 .000 .000 .000 .000 
17. HS teacher interact    — .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
18. F/S duration of time     — .000 .000 .001 .000 .000 .000 .001 
19. Athletic participation      — .000 .000 .000 .043 .001 .004 
20. HS involvement       — .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
21. Greek involvement        — .000 .043 .001 .000 
22. Ethnic exp––college         — .000 .000 .000 
23. College ethnic interact.          — .000 .000 
24. Negative ethnic interact           — .000 
25. Other group interaction            — 
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Table F.5  
Pearson Correlations: Multicultural Goals for Students at Private, Nonsectarian Institutions 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 
1. Multicultural goals — .191 .196 .060 .179 .048 –.096 –.200 .067 .159 .035 .052 –.087 
2. Sex  — .017 –.020 .076 –.090 –.052 .006 .109 –.002 –.021 .002 –.040 
3. Race/ethnicity   — .053 .011 .011 –.032 –.020 –.105 .029 –.107 –.124 –.227 
4. Science major     — –.153 –.088 –.226 –.295 –.035 –.234 –.043 –.037 –.031 
5. Bus major      — –.072 –.184 –.241 .030 .168 .055 .051 –.003 
6. Educ major       — –.106 –.138 .000 .078 .105 .085 .079 
7. SocSci major        — –.355 .024 .002 –.025 –.023 –.029 
8. Humanities major         — –.017 –.089 –.081 –.043 –.040 
9. GPA         — .148 .056 .036 .026 
10. Degree aspirations           — .090 .084 .029 
11. Father education            — .496 .391 
12. Mother education             — .306 
13. Parents‘ income             — 
14. HS volunteer particip              
15. College service particip              
16. Faculty guidance              
17. HS teacher interact              
18. F/S duration of time              
19. Athletic participation              
20. HS involvement              
21. Greek involvement              
22. Ethnic exp––college              
23. College ethnic interact.              
24. Negative ethnic interact              
25. Other group interaction              
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Table F.5 (continued) 
 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 
1. Multicultural goals .288 .192 .118 .233 .096 –.115 .270 –.075 .314 .220 –.135 .140 
2. Sex .204 .130 .081 .066 –.024 –.198 .167 –.058 .007 –.003 .107 .029 
3. Race/ethnicity .061 –.012 –.083 .018 .046 –.126 .063 –.104 .288 .185 –.279 .007 
4. Science major  –.072 –.056 –.133 –.019 –.083 –.037 –.006 –.038 .006 .003 –.064 –.032 
5. Bus major  .077 –.008 .069 .086 .073 –.067 .089 –.049 .088 .078 –.003 .133 
6. Educ major  .030 –.057 –.019 .048 .057 .014 .042 .119 .066 .058 –.004 .082 
7. SocSci major  –.033 –.076 .049 –.001 .041 –.035 –.006 –.034 –.033 –.012 .045 –.009 
8. Humanities major  –.066 .077 .008 –.109 –.020 .049 –.132 –.015 –.108 –.099 .043 –.099 
9. GPA .093 .032 .145 .029 .031 –.098 .133 –.095 –.027 .000 .130 .047 
10. Degree aspirations  .149 .097 .206 .153 .124 .024 .170 .066 .104 .065 .005 .092 
11. Father education  .028 .010 –.021 .106 .002 .107 .043 .132 .013 .005 .034 .052 
12. Mother education  .001 .019 –.027 .073 .008 .101 .026 .068 .036 .016 .025 .061 
13. Parents‘ income .020 .034 –.010 .029 –.022 .191 .050 .211 –.059 –.072 .047 –.001 
14. HS volunteer particip — .264 .150 .254 .120 –.027 .427 .049 .153 .133 .000 .103 
15. College service particip  — .169 .115 .157 .043 .150 .104 .104 .097 –.061 .015 
16. Faculty guidance   — .201 .384 .001 .157 .014 .126 .090 –.027 .105 
17. HS teacher interact    — .237 .036 .345 .062 .150 .139 –.058 .131 
18. F/S duration of time     — .034 .151 .008 .132 .137 –.115 .027 
19. Athletic participation      — –.078 .175 .017 .007 –.021 .014 
20. HS involvement       — .127 .169 .155 –.025 .166 
21. Greek involvement        — –.023 –.080 –.013 .035 
22. Ethnic exp––college         — .616 –.359 .350 
23. College ethnic interact.          — –.193 .409 
24. Negative ethnic interact           — –.004 
25. Other group interaction            — 
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Table F.6  
Significance (1-tailed): Multicultural Goals for Students at Private, Nonsectarian Institutions 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 
1. Multicultural goals — .000 .000 .000 .000 .002 .000 .000 .000 .000 .019 .001 .000 
2. Sex  — .161 .113 .000 .000 .001 .372 .000 .446 .107 .452 .009 
3. Race/ethnicity   — .001 .252 .264 .028 .122 .000 .042 .000 .000 .000 
4. Science major     — .000 .000 .000 .000 .018 .000 .005 .014 .035 
5. Bus major      — .000 .000 .000 .040 .000 .001 .001 .418 
6. Educ major       — .000 .000 .489 .000 .000 .000 .000 
7. SocSci major        — .000 .080 .460 .066 .084 .046 
8. Humanities major         — .163 .000 .000 .005 .009 
9. GPA         — .000 .000 .017 .062 
10. Degree aspirations           — .000 .000 .045 
11. Father education            — .000 .000 
12. Mother education             — .000 
13. Parents‘ income             — 
14. HS volunteer particip              
15. College service particip              
16. Faculty guidance              
17. HS teacher interact              
18. F/S duration of time              
19. Athletic participation              
20. HS involvement              
21. Greek involvement              
22. Ethnic exp––college              
23. College ethnic interact.              
24. Negative ethnic interact              
25. Other group interaction              
 
  
2
1
1
 
  
 
Table F.6 (continued) 
 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 
1. Multicultural goals .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
2. Sex .000 .000 .000 .000 .076 .000 .000 .000 .338 .439 .000 .045 
3. Race/ethnicity .000 .235 .000 .141 .003 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .338 
4. Science major  .000 .000 .000 .126 .000 .015 .362 .012 .359 .441 .000 .030 
5. Bus major  .000 .314 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .002 .000 .000 .440 .000 
6. Educ major  .039 .000 .125 .002 .000 .209 .006 .000 .000 .000 .396 .000 
7. SocSci major  .024 .000 .002 .478 .007 .019 .361 .022 .026 .243 .004 .300 
8. Humanities major  .000 .000 .326 .000 .123 .002 .000 .181 .000 .000 .006 .000 
9. GPA .000 .029 .000 .042 .031 .000 .000 .000 .056 .490 .000 .003 
10. Degree aspirations  .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .078 .000 .000 .000 .000 .386 .000 
11. Father education  .051 .286 .107 .000 .453 .000 .005 .000 .220 .389 .022 .001 
12. Mother education  .468 .135 .054 .000 .314 .000 .061 .000 .016 .167 .071 .000 
13. Parents‘ income .115 .023 .282 .041 .092 .000 .002 .000 .000 .000 .003 .480 
14. HS volunteer particip — .000 .000 .000 .000 .053 .000 .002 .000 .000 .494 .000 
15. College service particip  — .000 .000 .000 .005 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .192 
16. Faculty guidance   — .000 .000 .471 .000 .203 .000 .000 .052 .000 
17. HS teacher interact    — .000 .017 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
18. F/S duration of time     — .022 .000 .319 .000 .000 .000 .052 
19. Athletic participation      — .000 .000 .151 .346 .107 .207 
20. HS involvement       — .000 .000 .000 .073 .000 
21. Greek involvement        — .089 .000 .218 .020 
22. Ethnic exp––college         — .000 .000 .000 
23. College ethnic interact.          — .000 .000 
24. Negative ethnic interact           — .417 
25. Other group interaction            — 
 
  
2
1
2
 
  
Table F.7  
Pearson Correlations: College Changes for Students at Private, Nonsectarian Institutions 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 
1. Multicultural goals — –.009 .018 .039 .033 .020 –.040 –.058 –.013 .048 –.053 –.015 –.038 
2. Sex  — .015 –.021 .077 –.087 –.054 .005 .105 –.006 –.022 .002 –.039 
3. Race/ethnicity   — .052 .012 .009 –.034 –.019 –.105 .031 –.105 –.125 –.227 
4. Science major     — –.153 –.088 –.225 –.293 –.036 –.237 –.046 –.039 –.032 
5. Bus major      — –.072 –.185 –.241 .027 .171 .053 .050 –.008 
6. Educ major       — –.106 –.138 –.001 .075 .102 .082 .076 
7. SocSci major        — –.354 .023 .005 –.024 –.020 –.027 
8. Humanities major         — –.015 –.088 –.079 –.046 –.038 
9. GPA         — .151 .060 .037 .031 
10. Degree aspirations           — .091 .082 .028 
11. Father education            — .496 .393 
12. Mother education             — .307 
13. Parents‘ income             — 
14. HS volunteer particip              
15. College service particip              
16. Faculty guidance              
17. HS teacher interact              
18. F/S duration of time              
19. Athletic participation              
20. HS involvement              
21. Greek involvement              
22. Ethnic exp––college              
23. College ethnic interact.              
24. Negative ethnic interact              
25. Other group interaction              
 
  
2
1
3
 
  
 
Table F.7 (continued) 
 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 
1. Multicultural goals .075 .097 .238 .083 .087 .032 .076 –.005 .264 .224 –.103 .128 
2. Sex .203 .131 .083 .068 –.022 –.195 .163 –.059 .011 –.002 .108 .031 
3. Race/ethnicity .066 –.009 –.078 .020 .051 –.127 .062 –.105 .289 .186 –.283 .008 
4. Science major  –.074 –.055 –.135 –.020 –.085 –.038 –.007 –.042 .006 .006 –.062 –.035 
5. Bus major  .079 –.006 .071 .087 .069 –.070 .093 –.046 .088 .079 –.002 .132 
6. Educ major  .030 –.056 –.020 .047 .059 .015 .041 .120 .069 .060 –.009 .079 
7. SocSci major  –.037 –.078 .047 .000 .044 –.030 –.004 –.032 –.034 –.009 .040 –.004 
8. Humanities major  –.064 .078 .009 –.109 –.018 .046 –.134 –.018 –.108 –.103 .044 –.099 
9. GPA .089 .032 .146 .026 .032 –.098 .135 –.095 –.027 –.006 .131 .044 
10. Degree aspirations  .153 .095 .209 .152 .126 .021 .171 .066 .103 .063 .003 .094 
11. Father education  .029 .010 –.019 .105 .008 .107 .048 .131 .015 .005 .034 .052 
12. Mother education  –.003 .018 –.024 .073 .011 .102 .027 .073 .034 .013 .029 .059 
13. Parents‘ income .019 .029 –.008 .031 –.025 .190 .051 .211 –.058 –.073 .051 –.002 
14. HS volunteer particip — .263 .151 .254 .123 –.025 .427 .047 .157 .137 –.005 .109 
15. College service particip  — .167 .116 .154 .042 .153 .105 .107 .097 –.063 .015 
16. Faculty guidance   — .200 .382 –.002 .160 .018 .125 .088 –.029 .107 
17. HS teacher interact    — .233 .035 .350 .064 .150 .140 –.057 .131 
18. F/S duration of time     — .027 .153 .007 .136 .136 –.119 .031 
19. Athletic participation      — –.077 .179 .014 .002 –.023 .014 
20. HS involvement       — .130 .169 .154 –.025 .169 
21. Greek involvement        — –.025 –.083 –.011 .035 
22. Ethnic exp––college         — .617 –.358 .350 
23. College ethnic interact.          — –.195 .405 
24. Negative ethnic interact           — –.002 
25. Other group interaction            — 
  
2
1
4
 
  
Table F.8  
Significance (1-tailed): College Changes for Students at Private, Nonsectarian Institutions 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 
1. Multicultural goals — .290 .142 .009 .023 .113 .009 .000 .215 .002 .001 .186 .013 
2. Sex  — .181 .110 .000 .000 .001 .389 .000 .360 .099 .456 .011 
3. Race/ethnicity   — .001 .236 .295 .023 .130 .000 .033 .000 .000 .000 
4. Science major     — .000 .000 .000 .000 .015 .000 .003 .010 .029 
5. Bus major      — .000 .000 .000 .051 .000 .001 .002 .311 
6. Educ major       — .000 .000 .487 .000 .000 .000 .000 
7. SocSci major        — .000 .089 .393 .079 .112 .057 
8. Humanities major         — .181 .000 .000 .003 .012 
9. GPA         — .000 .000 .013 .033 
10. Degree aspirations           — .000 .000 .051 
11. Father education            — .000 .000 
12. Mother education             — .000 
13. Parents‘ income             — 
14. HS volunteer particip              
15. College service particip              
16. Faculty guidance              
17. HS teacher interact              
18. F/S duration of time              
19. Athletic participation              
20. HS involvement              
21. Greek involvement              
22. Ethnic exp––college              
23. College ethnic interact.              
24. Negative ethnic interact              
25. Other group interaction              
 
  
2
1
5
 
  
 
Table F.8 (continued) 
 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 
1. Multicultural goals .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .027 .000 .376 .000 .000 .000 .000 
2. Sex .000 .000 .000 .000 .099 .000 .000 .000 .250 .461 .000 .031 
3. Race/ethnicity .000 .301 .000 .115 .001 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .311 
4. Science major  .000 .001 .000 .112 .000 .011 .336 .006 .350 .366 .000 .019 
5. Bus major  .000 .362 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .003 .000 .000 .444 .000 
6. Educ major  .038 .000 .119 .003 .000 .185 .007 .000 .000 .000 .297 .000 
7. SocSci major  .014 .000 .002 .492 .004 .036 .397 .028 .021 .303 .008 .408 
8. Humanities major  .000 .000 .298 .000 .137 .003 .000 .145 .000 .000 .004 .000 
9. GPA .000 .028 .000 .058 .028 .000 .000 .000 .055 .371 .000 .004 
10. Degree aspirations  .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .102 .000 .000 .000 .000 .437 .000 
11. Father education  .044 .279 .132 .000 .310 .000 .002 .000 .191 .383 .023 .001 
12. Mother education  .432 .138 .074 .000 .254 .000 .053 .000 .020 .228 .040 .000 
13. Parents‘ income .134 .041 .326 .033 .069 .000 .001 .000 .000 .000 .001 .451 
14. HS volunteer particip — .000 .000 .000 .000 .071 .000 .003 .000 .000 .373 .000 
15. College service particip  — .000 .000 .000 .006 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .183 
16. Faculty guidance   — .000 .000 .459 .000 .146 .000 .000 .042 .000 
17. HS teacher interact    — .000 .018 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
18. F/S duration of time     — .056 .000 .333 .000 .000 .000 .032 
19. Athletic participation      — .000 .000 .209 .444 .084 .211 
20. HS involvement       — .000 .000 .000 .065 .000 
21. Greek involvement        — .068 .000 .262 .019 
22. Ethnic exp––college         — .000 .000 .000 
23. College ethnic interact.          — .000 .000 
24. Negative ethnic interact           — .448 
25. Other group interaction            — 
 
  
2
1
6
 
  
Table F.9  
Pearson Correlations: Multicultural Goals for Students at Private, Sectarian Institutions 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 
1. Multicultural goals — .166 .207 –.003 .184 .035 –.103 –.191 .056 .149 .024 .040 –.078 
2. Sex  — .034 .004 .149 –.134 –.078 .038 .152 –.007 –.068 –.059 –.076 
3. Race/ethnicity   — –.010 .014 .053 .004 –.023 –.098 .070 –.121 –.069 –.208 
4. Science major     — –.184 –.105 –.155 –.192 –.063 –.245 –.030 .000 .004 
5. Bus major      — –.149 –.219 –.272 .088 .174 .011 .038 –.077 
6. Educ major       — –.126 –.156 –.057 .033 .108 .064 .091 
7. SocSci major        — –.229 –.021 –.057 –.025 –.020 –.003 
8. Humanities major         — –.026 –.136 –.091 –.091 –.066 
9. GPA         — .172 .053 .045 .045 
10. Degree aspirations           — .064 .064 .021 
11. Father education            — .483 .372 
12. Mother education             — .329 
13. Parents‘ income             — 
14. HS volunteer particip              
15. College service particip              
16. Faculty guidance              
17. HS teacher interact              
18. F/S duration of time              
19. Athletic participation              
20. HS involvement              
21. Greek involvement              
22. Ethnic exp––college              
23. College ethnic interact.              
24. Negative ethnic interact              
25. Other group interaction              
 
  
2
1
7
 
  
 
Table F.9 (continued) 
 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 
1. Multicultural goals .256 .268 .220 .214 .131 –.102 .267 –.016 .281 .199 –.098 .161 
2. Sex .213 .145 .114 .090 –.031 –.261 .182 .011 .058 .088 .087 .115 
3. Race/ethnicity .039 .030 .060 .062 .086 –.099 .050 .104 .264 .206 –.201 .030 
4. Science major  –.039 .007 –.096 –.025 –.081 .020 .008 –.015 –.028 –.033 –.047 –.033 
5. Bus major  .097 .120 .153 .137 .090 –.120 .094 –.051 .046 .066 .058 .034 
6. Educ major  –.008 –.054 –.053 –.003 .040 .045 .035 –.035 .014 –.033 –.010 .015 
7. SocSci major  –.031 –.111 –.059 –.037 –.014 –.015 –.016 .048 .007 .040 –.034 .011 
8. Humanities major  –.081 –.028 –.017 –.099 –.039 .059 –.148 .072 –.062 –.047 .039 –.028 
9. GPA .067 .074 .152 .038 –.013 –.120 .101 –.066 –.077 –.028 .130 .042 
10. Degree aspirations  .159 .147 .230 .121 .180 –.014 .176 –.013 .127 .102 –.037 .115 
11. Father education  .049 .029 –.052 .030 –.006 .109 .044 –.114 .015 –.008 .017 –.019 
12. Mother education  .018 .047 –.026 .036 .015 .092 .074 –.080 .017 –.024 –.019 –.018 
13. Parents‘ income .023 –.023 –.061 –.022 –.028 .172 .021 –.100 –.059 –.102 .032 –.007 
14. HS volunteer particip — .293 .099 .308 .128 –.046 .450 .036 .114 .122 –.022 .102 
15. College service particip  — .217 .171 .237 .039 .207 .055 .180 .185 –.090 .069 
16. Faculty guidance   — .208 .346 –.013 .163 .042 .217 .189 –.073 .146 
17. HS teacher interact    — .241 .041 .376 .010 .157 .148 –.061 .066 
18. F/S duration of time     — .086 .141 .097 .215 .179 –.174 .049 
19. Athletic participation      — –.055 .012 .080 .012 –.065 .021 
20. HS involvement       — .112 .133 .118 –.100 .119 
21. Greek involvement        — .051 .069 –.058 .057 
22. Ethnic exp––college         — .582 –.421 .348 
23. College ethnic interact.          — –.216 .388 
24. Negative ethnic interact           — –.084 
25. Other group interaction            — 
  
2
1
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Table F.10  
Significance (1-tailed): Multicultural Goals for Students at Private, Sectarian Institutions 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 
1. Multicultural goals — .000 .000 .443 .000 .046 .000 .000 .003 .000 .123 .025 .000 
2. Sex  — .050 .416 .000 .000 .000 .032 .000 .363 .000 .002 .000 
3. Race/ethnicity   — .306 .245 .005 .431 .127 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
4. Science major     — .000 .000 .000 .000 .001 .000 .071 .492 .431 
5. Bus major      — .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .288 .031 .000 
6. Educ major       — .000 .000 .003 .054 .000 .001 .000 
7. SocSci major        — .000 .148 .003 .115 .164 .433 
8. Humanities major         — .099 .000 .000 .000 .001 
9. GPA         — .000 .005 .015 .014 
10. Degree aspirations           — .001 .001 .150 
11. Father education            — .000 .000 
12. Mother education             — .000 
13. Parents‘ income             — 
14. HS volunteer particip              
15. College service particip              
16. Faculty guidance              
17. HS teacher interact              
18. F/S duration of time              
19. Athletic participation              
20. HS involvement              
21. Greek involvement              
22. Ethnic exp––college              
23. College ethnic interact.              
24. Negative ethnic interact              
25. Other group interaction              
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Table F.10 (continued) 
 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 
1. Multicultural goals .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .214 .000 .000 .000 .000 
2. Sex .000 .000 .000 .000 .066 .000 .000 .298 .002 .000 .000 .000 
3. Race/ethnicity .029 .070 .002 .001 .000 .000 .007 .000 .000 .000 .000 .070 
4. Science major  .027 .375 .000 .114 .000 .167 .342 .231 .087 .053 .011 .053 
5. Bus major  .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .006 .013 .001 .002 .047 
6. Educ major  .348 .004 .005 .440 .025 .015 .046 .044 .244 .054 .311 .233 
7. SocSci major  .065 .000 .002 .037 .253 .233 .216 .009 .363 .025 .051 .301 
8. Humanities major  .000 .084 .206 .000 .029 .002 .000 .000 .001 .011 .030 .089 
9. GPA .001 .000 .000 .032 .265 .000 .000 .001 .000 .084 .000 .020 
10. Degree aspirations  .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .254 .000 .268 .000 .000 .037 .000 
11. Father education  .009 .081 .006 .074 .381 .000 .015 .000 .226 .354 .198 .179 
12. Mother education  .185 .010 .101 .041 .235 .000 .000 .000 .197 .117 .172 .185 
13. Parents‘ income .126 .133 .002 .138 .086 .000 .147 .000 .002 .000 .060 .370 
14. HS volunteer particip — .000 .000 .000 .000 .012 .000 .038 .000 .000 .140 .000 
15. College service particip  — .000 .000 .000 .028 .000 .004 .000 .000 .000 .000 
16. Faculty guidance   — .000 .000 .264 .000 .020 .000 .000 .000 .000 
17. HS teacher interact    — .000 .023 .000 .307 .000 .000 .001 .001 
18. F/S duration of time     — .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .008 
19. Athletic participation      — .004 .284 .000 .275 .001 .157 
20. HS involvement       — .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
21. Greek involvement        — .006 .000 .002 .003 
22. Ethnic exp––college         — .000 .000 .000 
23. College ethnic interact.          — .000 .000 
24. Negative ethnic interact           — .000 
25. Other group interaction            — 
 
  
2
2
0
 
  
Table F.11  
Pearson Correlations: College Changes for Students at Private, Sectarian Institutions 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 
1. Multicultural goals — .020 .066 –.008 .042 –.046 –.056 –.023 .003 .051 –.053 –.060 –.089 
2. Sex  — .033 .004 .144 –.135 –.081 .040 .158 .000 –.070 –.058 –.077 
3. Race/ethnicity   — –.009 .017 .047 .003 –.025 –.110 .067 –.124 –.071 –.211 
4. Science major     — –.183 –.106 –.153 –.193 –.063 –.243 –.025 .003 .004 
5. Bus major      — –.149 –.216 –.272 .088 .179 .008 .038 –.075 
6. Educ major       — –.125 –.158 –.051 .040 .105 .060 .087 
7. SocSci major        — –.228 –.027 –.058 –.025 –.022 .000 
8. Humanities major         — –.025 –.136 –.086 –.091 –.067 
9. GPA         — .174 .055 .042 .048 
10. Degree aspirations           — .060 .064 .021 
11. Father education            — .484 .376 
12. Mother education             — .327 
13. Parents‘ income             — 
14. HS volunteer particip              
15. College service particip              
16. Faculty guidance              
17. HS teacher interact              
18. F/S duration of time              
19. Athletic participation              
20. HS involvement              
21. Greek involvement              
22. Ethnic exp––college              
23. College ethnic interact.              
24. Negative ethnic interact              
25. Other group interaction              
 
  
2
2
1
 
  
 
Table F.11 (continued) 
 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 
1. Multicultural goals .037 .146 .270 .077 .124 .013 .032 .035 .276 .230 –.138 .139 
2. Sex .210 .147 .114 .088 –.026 –.256 .177 .014 .052 .084 .085 .113 
3. Race/ethnicity .042 .029 .056 .062 .090 –.098 .052 .111 .258 .204 –.204 .021 
4. Science major  –.041 .005 –.089 –.029 –.080 .016 .001 –.014 –.027 –.028 –.049 –.031 
5. Bus major  .098 .120 .154 .137 .094 –.122 .093 –.046 .042 .059 .051 .030 
6. Educ major  –.006 –.054 –.052 –.003 .032 .038 .037 –.030 .014 –.031 –.009 .019 
7. SocSci major  –.038 –.115 –.064 –.038 –.013 –.013 –.017 .045 .009 .042 –.039 .010 
8. Humanities major  –.077 –.030 –.023 –.101 –.043 .059 –.148 .066 –.063 –.048 .048 –.030 
9. GPA .070 .071 .160 .042 –.008 –.122 .102 –.068 –.081 –.034 .131 .038 
10. Degree aspirations  .165 .145 .228 .126 .174 –.024 .182 –.005 .119 .093 –.032 .113 
11. Father education  .048 .025 –.050 .029 –.010 .110 .043 –.119 .019 –.002 .022 –.011 
12. Mother education  .021 .049 –.026 .036 .012 .095 .073 –.080 .022 –.019 –.017 –.013 
13. Parents‘ income .020 –.024 –.063 –.022 –.029 .173 .022 –.107 –.056 –.098 .029 –.004 
14. HS volunteer particip — .288 .101 .312 .125 –.047 .454 .038 .112 .121 –.018 .096 
15. College service particip  — .220 .168 .230 .044 .206 .060 .178 .182 –.092 .067 
16. Faculty guidance   — .207 .343 –.014 .163 .044 .215 .186 –.068 .145 
17. HS teacher interact    — .242 .039 .378 .009 .153 .143 –.058 .062 
18. F/S duration of time     — .085 .141 .092 .210 .174 –.176 .044 
19. Athletic participation      — –.053 .010 .088 .020 –.059 .023 
20. HS involvement       — .113 .131 .116 –.096 .112 
21. Greek involvement        — .053 .070 –.061 .055 
22. Ethnic exp––college         — .586 –.424 .344 
23. College ethnic interact.          — –.221 .386 
24. Negative ethnic interact           — –.078 
25. Other group interaction            — 
 
  
2
2
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Table F.12  
Significance (1-tailed): College Changes for Students at Private, Sectarian Institutions 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 
1. Multicultural goals — .163 .001 .351 .019 .012 .003 .127 .439 .006 .005 .001 .000 
2. Sex  — .051 .414 .000 .000 .000 .025 .000 .498 .000 .002 .000 
3. Race/ethnicity   — .327 .202 .010 .437 .108 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
4. Science major     — .000 .000 .000 .000 .001 .000 .112 .432 .429 
5. Bus major      — .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .341 .031 .000 
6. Educ major       — .000 .000 .006 .023 .000 .001 .000 
7. SocSci major        — .000 .095 .002 .106 .139 .500 
8. Humanities major         — .111 .000 .000 .000 .000 
9. GPA         — .000 .003 .020 .009 
10. Degree aspirations           — .002 .001 .152 
11. Father education            — .000 .000 
12. Mother education             — .000 
13. Parents‘ income             — 
14. HS volunteer particip              
15. College service particip              
16. Faculty guidance              
17. HS teacher interact              
18. F/S duration of time              
19. Athletic participation              
20. HS involvement              
21. Greek involvement              
22. Ethnic exp––college              
23. College ethnic interact.              
24. Negative ethnic interact              
25. Other group interaction              
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Table F.12 (continued) 
 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 
1. Multicultural goals .032 .000 .000 .000 .000 .260 .059 .044 .000 .000 .000 .000 
2. Sex .000 .000 .000 .000 .099 .000 .000 .249 .005 .000 .000 .000 
3. Race/ethnicity .018 .073 .003 .001 .000 .000 .005 .000 .000 .000 .000 .145 
4. Science major  .021 .394 .000 .074 .000 .211 .474 .237 .095 .081 .008 .061 
5. Bus major  .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .011 .019 .002 .006 .070 
6. Educ major  .375 .004 .005 .442 .058 .029 .035 .070 .241 .063 .332 .169 
7. SocSci major  .032 .000 .001 .031 .260 .253 .196 .013 .330 .019 .026 .312 
8. Humanities major  .000 .071 .132 .000 .017 .002 .000 .001 .001 .009 .009 .072 
9. GPA .000 .000 .000 .019 .347 .000 .000 .000 .000 .044 .000 .032 
10. Degree aspirations  .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .116 .000 .404 .000 .000 .054 .000 
11. Father education  .009 .110 .007 .078 .310 .000 .018 .000 .172 .464 .144 .292 
12. Mother education  .154 .008 .096 .036 .277 .000 .000 .000 .142 .171 .194 .254 
13. Parents‘ income .158 .114 .001 .142 .076 .000 .135 .000 .003 .000 .076 .415 
14. HS volunteer particip — .000 .000 .000 .000 .010 .000 .029 .000 .000 .182 .000 
15. College service particip  — .000 .000 .000 .015 .000 .002 .000 .000 .000 .000 
16. Faculty guidance   — .000 .000 .252 .000 .015 .000 .000 .000 .000 
17. HS teacher interact    — .000 .026 .000 .332 .000 .000 .002 .001 
18. F/S duration of time     — .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .014 
19. Athletic participation      — .004 .318 .000 .166 .002 .131 
20. HS involvement       — .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
21. Greek involvement        — .004 .000 .001 .003 
22. Ethnic exp––college         — .000 .000 .000 
23. College ethnic interact.          — .000 .000 
24. Negative ethnic interact           — .000 
25. Other group interaction            — 
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